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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine the effects
of the ECD program in developing management-by-objectives
procedures for administrators, carrying out their roles as
instructional leaders and for teachers in developing better
classroom MBO procedures.
Research Questions
The study sought answers to the following questions:
1. Did principals use MBO procedures for planning,
implementing, and evaluating the instructional
program before entering the ECD program?
2. What degree of effect did the ECD program have on
developing MBO procedures for principals entering the
program during 1972-73, 1973-74, 1974-75, 1975-76, and
1976-77?
3. Did teachers use MBO procedures for planning, implementing,
and evaluating their classroom procedures before entering
the ECD program?
4. What degree of effect did the ECD program have on
developing MBO procedures for teachers entering the
program during 1972-73, 1973-74, 1974-75, 1975-76, and
1976-77?
Method of Research
The Descriptive Survey Method of research was used for
this study. A questionnaire was used to collect the necessary
data.
This study involved 105 elementary school principals
and 627 elementary school teachers. Seventy-four principals
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(70.5 percent) and 401 teachers (64 percent) returned usable
questionnaires.
Data Findings
This section of the findings is concerned with teachers ,
and principals as total groups. More teachers and principals
"very often" and "always" used MBO procedures after entering
the ECD program for planning, implementing, and evaluating
the instructional program as compared to "sometimes" and
"often" before entering the ECD program.
Findings for Teachers Entering ECD Program
During Specific Years
The following variables showed significant differences
when comparing teachers entering the ECD program during
various years:
1972-73 with 1973-74
One of the two variables that showed a significant
difference found that more teachers in 1972-73
diagnosed each child in every content area to
determine where to begin teaching skills than the
1973-74 teachers. The other variable that showed
a significant difference found that more 1973-74
teachers indicated to their principals their
inservice needs to help them meet their objectives
than the 1972-73 teachers.1972-73 with 1976-77
The one variable that showed a significant difference
found that more 1972-73 teachers diagnosed each
child in every content area to determine where to
begin teaching skills than the 1976-77 teachers.1973-74 with 1974-75
One of the two variables that showed a significant
difference found that more teachers in 1974-75 used
different approaches to teach the same skill if
student did not understand the initial approach than
the 1973-74 teachers. The other variable that showed
3
a significant difference found that more 1974-75
teachers diagnosed each child in every content
area to determine where to begin teaching necessary
skills than the 1973-74 teachers.1974-75 with 1976-77
The one variable that showed a significant difference
found that more teachers in 1974-75 diagnosed each
child in every content area to determine where to
begin teaching necessary skills than the 1976-77
teachers.1975-76 with 1976-77
The one variable that showed a significant difference
found that more teachers in 1975-76 diagnosed each
child in every content area to determine where to
begin teaching necessary skills than the 1976-77
teachers.
All other multiple comparisons for teachers entering the
ECD program during the various years showed no significant
difference in any of the twenty (20) variables.
Findings for Principals Entering ECD Program
During Specific Years
1973-74 with 1975-76
The one variable that showed a significant difference
found that the 1973-74 principals included their
staff in budget allocation more than the 1975-76
principals.1973-74 with 1976-77
The one variable that showed a significant difference
found more of the 1973-74 principals scheduled parent
conferences quarterly to inform parents of pupils'
progress than the 1976-77 principals.1974-75 with 1975-76
The one variable that showed a significant difference
found that the 1974-75 principals issued instructional
supplies to teachers based on class objectives and
teachers' request they had monitored more than the
1975-76 principals.1975-76 with 1976-77
The one variable that showed a significant difference
found that the 1976-77 principals issued instructional
supplies to teachers based on class objectives and
teachers' request they monitored more than the 1975-76
principals.
4
All other multiple comparisons for principals entering
the ECD program during the various years showed no significant
difference in any of the twenty (20) variables.
Conclusions
1. Principals and teachers used MBO procedures "always”
and "more often" after entering the ECD program than
before entering the ECD program for planning, imple¬
menting, and evaluating the instructional program.
2. The year each principal and teacher entered the ECD
program made no difference in developing better MBO
procedures.
3. The effects of the ECD program for principals and
teachers only showed after they entered the program.
Implications
A marked difference was found between before and after
no matter what year teachers and principals entered the
program. After ECD, most teachers used MBO procedures
"very often" and "always" as compared to "sometimes" and
"often" before the ECD program. The ECD program provided
for monitoring on a regular basis, lesson plans and organi¬
zational schedules reflecting school and system objectives,
and teachers and principals knowing what was expected of
them at all times. Further, the process helped to improve
teacher-principal rapport because it required the team
approach to problem solving as well as for the implementation
of the school's total curriculum program.
Recommendations
1. The Atlanta Public Schools continue its use of the
management-by-objective procedures as one component in
its Elementary Curriculum Program.
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2. The Atlanta Public Schools consider developing management-
by-objectives procedures in the daily operations between
local schools and area offices.
3. A follow-up study be made of the effectiveness of manage¬
ment-by-objectives procedures in the ECD program.
4. School administrators in other urban school systems who
do not have result-oriented curriculum programs consider
implementing management-by-objectives procedures for their
teachers and principals for planning, implementing, and
evaluating their curriculum programs.
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Banks, department stores, large corporations and even
school systems that have implemented management-by-objectives
(MBO) procedures have done so out of the desire to find an
effective professional appraisal and developmental program.
This has often resulted in disenchantment with the traditional
methods of operating. MBO procedures can be used to serve
several purposes at the saune time. They can be used to effec¬
tuate an effective planning progreun, increase the control and
coordination of people and activities, maximize proper utili¬
zation of personnel, install more effective methods for apprais¬
ing performance, and initiate an improved training and develop¬
ment program.
While most schools have established broad educational
objectives, few schools have translated these objectives into
specific goals and objectives which apply to all levels of
school management. Prior to 1972, Atlanta schools may or may
not have had written records of skills mastered by the children
and those needed for continuous progress. Children may or may
not have been diagnosed to determine their level of instruction.
Teacher lesson plans may or may not have reflected schools'
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objectives. Principals may or may not have planned the total
school program with the help of staff members and the community.
The school system did not have or request schools to keep such
records. There was a need in Atlanta to develop and implement
a curriculum that would include individually-guided instruction,
continuous progress, and objectives written in behavioral terms.
Thus the Elementary Curriculum Development Program was initiated
in 1972.
The Elementary Curriculum Development project is a sys¬
tematized, individualized, and continuous non-graded program
developed by classroom teachers, area office resource persons,
subject-area coordinators/systemwide administrators and parents.
Objectives for the subject areas are written in behavioral terms
so that accomplishments can be measured.
In 1972, the Atlanta Public Schools initiated the Ele¬
mentary Curriculum Development (ECD) program in ten (10) pilot
schools. During the 1973-74 school year, a total of twenty (20)
schools were included, with the first ten schools paired with
the second ten. The process of pairing schools continued with
forty (40) schools entering the program in 1974-75, eighty (80)
entering in 1975-76 and all Atlanta elementary schools adopting
the program in 1976-77. Each school entering the progr2un
started with one subject area in which pupils demonstrated an
urgent need of the curriculum change. A leadership team was
formed within the school composed of the principal, a teacher
from each instructional level (primary. Intermediate, and upper)
and elected by the staff, a parent, and the media specialist.
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The chairperson of the leadership team was selected by the lead¬
ership team and was always someone other than the principal.
The Instructional Level Teams, composed of teachers on
each level, primary (K-3), intermediate (4-5), and upper (6-7),
met weekly to get feedback and give input to the leadership
tezun. The teachers represented on the leadership team also
served as chairpersons of their levels and conducted all in¬
structional level meetings.
A management system to complement the overall goals of
the program was designed. It clearly outlined who would do
what, when, where and identified how the process might be
accomplished. Each teacher, principal, leadership team, and
Instructional Level Te2un has MBO charts appropriate for their
area with objectives needed to Implement the instructional
program. Included on the chart is a monthly calendar to help
each group determine what month a specific objective will
begin and end.
Evolution of the Problem
As a former teacher, one frustration that never left
the writer was an uncertainty of teaching all necessary skills
to the pupils (based on their ability) during a given school
year ot level. There was no systematic, guided, individual¬
ized instructional program for all the children. Consequently,
different schools had different progr2uns with no structured
mechanism for helping all children meet common objectives.
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The writer originally wanted to evaluate the total ECD
program but soon found out that it was economically infeasible
to adequately carry out such a project. After much discussion
with persons directly responsible for the program, the writer
decided to confine the study to only one aspect: the effects
the ECD program had on teachers and principals in developing
MBO procedures.
Statement of the Problem
The problem involved in this study was to determine what
effects the ECD program had on developing management-by-objectives
procedures for administrators and teachers entering the ECD
program during years from 1972 to 1976 in the Atlanta Public
Schools.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine the effects
of the ECD progreun in developing management-by-objectives
procedures for administrators, as they carried out their roles
as instructional leaders and for teachers in developing better
classroom MBO procedures. More specifically, this study pro¬
posed to:
1. Determine if principals used MBO procedures
for planning, implementing, and evaluating
the instructional program before entering
the ECD program.
2. Show the degree of effect the ECD progr£un
had on developing MBO procedures for
principals entering the program during
specific years: 1972-73, 1973-74, 1974-75,
1975-76, and 1976-77.
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3. Determine if teachers used MBO procedures for
planning, implementing, and evaluating their
classroom procedures before entering the ECD
program.
4. Show the degree of effect the ECD program had
on developing MBO procedures for teachers
entering the program during specific years;
1972-73, 1973-74, 1974-75, 1975-76, and 1976-77.
Significance of Study
The writer feels this study will be significant to the
Atlanta Public Schools in determining if the management-by¬
objective component of the ECD program made teachers better
classroom managers and principals better instructional leaders.
It is further felt that this research can contribute signifi¬
cantly to other school systems wishing to begin or expand their
management-by-objective procedures for teachers and principals.
Limitations of Study
The ECD program concerns itself with several components;
however, this study will be concerned only with one aspect:
management-by-objectives procedures. The results of this study
will be based solely on responses made by teachers and princi¬
pals included in this study.
Definition of Terms
Non-graded — An organizational scheme which seeks to elimi-
nate the idea of grades and provides an educational program
that includes the notion of continuous pupil progress, pro¬
motes flexibility in grouping, and is designed to facilitate
the teacher's role in providing for pupil's individual dif¬
ferences .
Individualized Instruction — An instructional system is in-
dividualized when the characteristics of each student play a
major part in the selection of objectives, materials, procedures
and time. It is individualized when decisions about objectives
and how to achieve them are based on the individual student.
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Curriculum — A planned program offered by the school to
achieve stated educational goals.
Management~By-Obiectives (MBO) — A clearly outlined plan
detailing who will do what# when^ and where and how the pro¬
cess might be accomplished.
Method of Research
The Descriptive Survey Method of research was used for
this study. A questionnaire designed by the researcher to
achieve the specific purpose of this study was used to collect
the necessary data. There were separate questionnaires for
teachers and principals that included twenty (20) items each.
A rating scale from 1 to 5 was used. One (1) refers to never,
two (2) - sometimes, three (3) - often, four (4) - very often,
and five (5) - always. The teacher's questionnaire dealt
specifically with classroom procedures of the teacher before
and after entering the BCD program. The principal's question¬
naire dealt specifically with the principal as instructional
leader before and after entering the BCD program.
The questionnaire was reviewed by persons familiar with
the BCD program in the Atlanta Public School System to deter¬
mine if the questions were valid to yield the necessary data
needed for this research.
Description of Subjects
The subjects of this study included all elementary school
principals and 627 elementary school teachers currently employed
by the Atlanta Public School System. Bach had participated in
the BCD progreun sometime between the years 1972 and 1976.
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This research was conducted through the following steps:
1. Permission to conduct the study was secured
from the proper authorities.
2. A survey of related literature was presented
as part of this study.
3. A questionnaire was sent to persons selected
for seunpling.
4. The instrument was mailed to all elementary
school principals in the Atlanta Public
Schools and selected teachers from each
Atlanta elementary school. Five (5) teachers
were selected from each school with fourteen
(14) teachers or less and seven (7) teachers
were selected from schools with fifteen (15)
teachers or more. Teachers' names were
selected from the current Atlanta Public School
Personnel Directory. Every fourth name from
each school roster was chosen until the five
(5) or seven (7) teachers were selected for
necessary sampling. The use of every fourth
name was determined from a list of random
numbers.
5. Multiple comparisons were made of the responses
from the principals and teachers who entered
the program in 1972-73, 1973-74, 1974-75,
1975-76, and 1976-77.
6. The data collected through the instrument were
tabulated, placed on computer cards, and appro¬
priate statistics were computed with necessary
tables. The t-test was used to interpret the
data.
7. The findings, conclusions, implications and
recommendations from the analysis and inter¬
pretation of the data were presented.
Sximmary
In summary. Chapter I directs attention to the following
aspects of the study: (1) the statement of the problem as it
relates to management-by-objectives procedures for teachers
and principals, (2) the significance and limitation of the
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study, (3) the description of subjects and definition of terms,
and (4) the methods, procedure, and general background infor¬
mation of the study.
Chapter II contains a review of relevant research under
the following headings: (1) What is management-by-objectives,
(2) Goal setting for Educational Accountability in the In¬
structional Process, and (3) Monitoring and Evaluating Manage¬
ment-by-objectives procedures.
Chapter III discusses the methods and techniques used
to collect and analyze the data.
Chapter IV reports the findings of the study.
Chapter V directs attention to the svimmary of purpose,
the conclusions, implications of the study and recommendations
which are the results of this study.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Chapter II is concerned with the examination of the
literature relevant to the research in the area of management-
by-objectives. The literature for this study is limited to
three areas: (1) What is Management-By-Objectives# (2) Goal¬
setting for Educational Accountability in the Instructional
Process# and (3) Monitoring and Evaluating Management-By-
Objectives Procedures.
What Is Management-By-Objectives
Lewis says that in order to develop a modern managerial
philosophy that will lend Itself to successful practices in
the operation of American schools# a combination of objectives
is required. Specific performance objectives must be developed
and mutually agreed to by the parties concerned; without them
there can be little or no real basis for measuring the effective¬
ness of anyone who performs in our schools.
The formulation of a school management principle is the
result of predetermining goals and objectives. Before initi¬
ating any effort# the goal or objective must be determined#
clearly stated# and understood.^
^James Lewis# Jr.# School Management By Objectives (New
York: Parker Publishing Co., 1974)# p. 17.
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Worell and Nelson contend that teachers will find out
that they do not need to nag, scold, shout or threaten in order
to get children to learn or to maintain a classroom atmosphere
conducive to learning. Once they have mastered the basic
principles involved in a behavioral approach to problem solv¬
ing they can proceed with creative application of their own.^
The most frequently used definition of MBO is the fol¬
lowing, developed in 1965 by G. S. Odiorne:
The system of management by objectives can be described
as a process whereby the superior and subordinate
jointly identify goals, define individual major areas
of responsibility in terms of results expected of him,
and use these measures as guides for operating the
unit and assessing the contribution of each of its
members.3
This definition suggests how objectives are to be determined:
jointly by the superior and subordinate. About five years
later Odiorne offered a briefer definition of MBO as "a system
in which the first step of management is the clarification of
corporate objectives 2md the breaking down of all subordinate
activity into logical subdivisions that contribute to the major
4
objectives."
Schrieber and Sloan viewed MBO as "a management process
by which work is organized in tenns of achieving specific
^Judith Worell and Michael C. Nelson, Managing Instruc¬
tional Problems (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1974), p. 4.
^George S. Odiorne, Management by Objectives (New York:
Pitman Co., 1965), p. 55.
^George S. Odiorne, Training by Objectives (New York:
The Macmillan Co., 1970), p. 9j.
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objectives by set times.Ryan placed more emphasis on lead¬
ership, the team approach, and people. Management by objectives
is a method of leadership which successful executives have been
using for generations. It requires the individual executive
to develop his own managerial objectives as part of a team
striving for a corporate objective agreed and understood by
all. It allows the individual executive to accomplish the
required results in his own way, so long as this does not
interfere with achievement of his own or corporate objectives.
In short, you organize your subordinates to help you win your
objectives.®
Goal Setting for Educational Accountability
in the Instructional Process
Many writers stressed the importance of objectives long
before MBO became popular. It is the quality of the objectives,
the manner in which objectives are set, and the management of
the organization to achieve them that are somewhat new.
Goal setting for educational accountability under the
MBO concept should begin with top management and filter down.
Thus, educational accountability should start at the top. Too
frequently a school system or other educational Institution
attempts to begin accountability with teachers or the support
staff.
^David E. Schrieber and Samuel Sloan, "Management by
Objectives," Personnel Administrator 15 (May 1970): 22.
^Joseph Ryan, "How to MBO," Management Today (April
1971): 67.
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McAshan in his book. The GoalsApproach to Peffomiimce
Objectives, says goal approach advocates make the following
assumptions:
1. Behavioral objectives should be developed from
specific goal intents and defined as such.
2. Behavioral objectives should consist of two
parts, a specifically identified learning in¬
tent in addition to the outcome performance
behaviors specified for evaluation purposes.
3. Specific goals on learning intents are the
desired ends to be achieved in an instructional
program emd outcome behaviors are means only
to determining success in achieving goals.
4. Goals should be specific with reference to each
instructive intent and the context in which it
is used. There should be, insofar as practical,
a congruence between each goal and its evaluation
outcome behavior that approaches a one to one re¬
lationship.
5. Goals are the desired ends of instruction and
are the only part of a behavioral objective that
should be perceived as having intrinsic value.
They should remain constant and strategies to
achieve them ought to be carried out regardless
of whether or not we are able to measure suc¬
cess in their attainment adequately. Failure
to evaluate adequately a worthwhile instructional
goal does not merit doing away with the goal.'
Regardless of the way in which an objective has been
stated, there is no way to determine whether or not it has been
achieved until there is an observable, overt behavior on the
part of the learner. This behavior may consist of a simple
response (a smile, a nod of the head), or it may consist of a
very complicated psychomotor response, like writing an essay
^H. H. McAshan, The Goals Approach to Perfoannance
Objectives (PhiladelphiaT W. B. Saunders Company, 1974),
pp. 4-5.
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or making a speech. Without some concrete evidence, there is
no way of knowing whether or not learning has taken place. Many
curriculxjm designers decided that it might be more effective
to identify the behaviors that provide clues to the success of
the learning strategy, rather than leaving the behaviors un¬
defined and in the "guesswork" stages.
Eiss stressed the need for clarification of instructional
objectives, specifications of an adequate rationale for cur¬
riculum development, and immediate implementation of this pro-
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cess if needed educational revisions were to occur.
Anderson and Gates discussed the elements of instruction
and their relationship to the general nature of learning. The
following two points emphasize the importance of including
objectives within the general nature of the instructional pro¬
gram:
1. The objectives of education, hence of instruction,
can and may well be expressed in terms of indi¬
vidual behavior.
2. Instruction must provide some goal (incentive
which satisfies the motive) toward which the
learning activity is directed.^
Krathwohl, in discussing the need for objectives, listed
the following three levels of specificity needed in the instruc¬
tional process:
1. Broad and general statements in the development
of programs of instruction;
^Albert P. Eiss, "Performance Objectives," The Bulletin
of the National Association of Secondary School Principals 54
(January 1970) : BITi
®G. Lester Anderson and Arthur I. Gates, "The General
Nature of Learning," Forty-Ninth Yearbook of the National Society
for the Study of Education (Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1950), pp. 12-35.
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2. A behavioral objectives orientation to syn¬
thesize broad goals into more specific ones;
3. Creative instructional materials which are an
operational embodiment of a particular planned
curriculum.
He further suggested the following reasons for including
objectives in the instructional process:
1. Each level of analysis permits the development
of the next more specific level.
2. Mastery objectives can be analyzed to greater
specificity than transfer objectives.
3. Curricula gain adoption by consensus that what
is taught is of value. Consensus is more easily
gained at the more abstract levels of analysis.
4. There are usually several alternative ways of
analyzing objectives at the more specific level.
Objectives at the more abstract level provide
a referent for evaluating the alternatives.
Lindquist suggested that there should be both long
and short term (general and specific) program objectives since
many basic instructional objectives cannot be fully evaluated
until long after the instruction has been concluded. He em¬
phasized that the short-range objectives should be character¬
ized by the long-range objectives and relevant to the pupils
who are to receive the instruction. Continuous evaluation of
these short-range objectives should provide the evidence that
their attainment will eventually lead to the completion of the
long-range objectives. Evaluation of the methods of instruction
^®David R. Krathwohl, "Stating Objectives Appropriately
for Program, for Curriculum, for Instructional Materials
Development," The Journal of Teacher Education 19 (January
1965): 47.
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within the program should provide evidence for the validity of
both the long and short-range objectives.
Administrators make things happen, for better or worse,
through other people. Most educational organizations today
are far too complex for a single Individual to execute all
the many and varied tasks related to goal achievement. If it
is true that people make things happen, then what motivates
them, what helps them to grow in confidence, and what enhances
their morale are important. Some suggest that an administrator
is only as good as the people with whom he works.
Drucker^^ identified "the making of a productive enter¬
prise out of htonan and material resources" as a most important
management function. He viewed the enterprise as something
more than simply a mechanical assemblage of resources. Getting
the most out of the available talent and related resources is
a perpetual challenge to administrators. There are limitations
to nonhuman resources, but as Drucker pointed out, "man alone
of all the resources available to man, can grow and develop.
Monitoring emd Evaluating Management-By-Objectives Procedures
The process of monitoring is Important to managing by
objectives or, more specifically, managing for results. Monitoring¬
gathering data on progress toward achieving results calls for the
establishment of checkpoints, stated in terms of time Intervals
^^Edward F, Lindquist, Educational Measurement (Washington,
D. C.: American Council on Education, 1955), p. 819.
^2peter F. Drucker, The Practice of Management (New York:
Harper-Row Publishing Company, 1^54), p. 17.
^^ibid.
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as well as work processes at a given place or a known point in
production. The monitoring process may rest on the generation
of periodic reports for key supervisory and administrative
personnel. The reporting mechanism is part of the communication
system that infoinns key personnel of progress and facilitates
decision making about whether or not the organization is locked
onto objectives or straying off course.
In 1962, Ammons reflected that educational objectives
benefit the classroom teacher: (1) in selecting instructional
activities appropriate to the achievement of the objective,
and (2) in selecting evaluation techniques suitable for assess¬
ing both student progress toward the objective and the general
quality of the program.
A fimdamental part of the evaluative process is the
teacher's instructional procedure. Anderson, Whipple, and
Gilchrist listed the principles which should guide the in¬
structional process:
1. Teachers should, as a first step in instruction,
have clearly formulated in their minds the
educational objectives they are to attain
through the instructional process.
2. Educational objectives should be translated
into behavior—patterns of knowing, under¬
standing, appreciating, desiring, adjusting,
doing, and thinking that becomes a functional
aspect of the child's daily living.
3. Educational objectives become patterns of
response to the type just enumerated as
^^Margaret Ammons, "The Definition, Function and Use of
Educational Objectives," The Elementary School Journal 62 (May
1962): 432.
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children have the guided experiences de¬
signed to achieve these objectives.
4. New behavior patterns, both desirable and
undesirable, are established in terms of the
goals which children themselves attempt to
reach through their activity.
5. Goals for learning activity are established
in terms of children's motives—their wants,
needs, interests or drives.
6. A first step in the actual instructional
process is to formulate, with the children
as participants, the goals to be attained
as they work and learn.
7. Evaluation is an integral part of the in¬
structional process. Teachers and pupils
should be continuously considering together
the contribution of different experiences
to goals sought. The ongoing experience
should be restructured in light of the
evaluations being made.^5
This position is supported by a number of authors. Engman^^
emphasized the need for teachers to develop learning experiences
around specific course objectives; Consolvo^^ stated that per¬
formance objectives are a prerequisite for valid assessment;
Tyler^^ suggested that the learner can demonstrate mastery,
only if the teacher writes items that measure attainment of a
Lester Anderson; Gertrude Whipple; and Robert Gil¬
christ, "The School as a Learning Laboratory," Forty-Ninth Year¬
book of the National Society for the Study of Education (Chicago;
The University of Chicago Press, 1950): j41.
^®Bill D. Engman, "Behavioral Objectives: Key to Plan¬
ning," The Science Teacher 35 (October 1968): 86.
^"^Robert W. Consolvo, "Evaluation and Behavioral Objec¬
tives," The American Biology Teacher 31 (October 1969): 231.
l®Ralph W. Tyler, Basic Prificibliig of Curriculxim and
Instruction (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1951),
pT 63.
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particular objective; McAshan^® explained that writing behavioral
objectives provides educators with a guide to the evaluation
of programs and to the direction of future instruction.
A study by Doty tested the AIR (American Institute for
Research) hypothesis that prior knowledge of educational objec>
tives affects the practice and performance of students. The
evidence presented in the concluding statements of this study
indicated that students* knowledge of educational objectives
prior to the study of an instructional unit increased the
efficiency of student learning.
Bryant condudted a similar study to determine if the
expression of course objectives in behavioral terms had a
significant effect on the achievement of students. Six teachers
and 210 pupils were involved in the study. Three teachers
were trained to develop behavioral objectives, and three re¬
ceived no such training. A criterion test was developed by
all six teachers to be administered to the pupils at the con¬
clusion of the study. Experimental groups consisted of: (1)
pupils and teachers who were given the course objectives, (2)
teachers who were given the objectives, (3) pupils who were
given the objectives, (4) pupils and teachers who were not
given the objectives. Analysis of covariance was used to
determine the significance of treatments with the covariate
^^McAshan, p. 187.
^^Charles Ransom Doty, "The Effect of Practice and Prior
Knowledge of Educational Objectives on Performance" (Ph.D.
dissertation, Ohio State University, 1968), p. 98.
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being the pupil's intelligence quotient score. It was concluded
that pupils taught by teachers trained in the use and develop¬
ment of behavioral objectives performed better on the criterion
measure. In addition, providing students with the objectives
improved their understanding of what was expected of them.^^
Samples accepted the findings that gains have been made
by students who knew the objectives they were to accomplish.
He suggested in addition that students should be free to de¬
sign their own objectives.
Ojemann(1969) supported the conclusions of these studies
when he stated that lack of clear understanding results in
many instances from misdirected learning experiences, inappro¬
priate evaluative measures, and confusion within the learner
as to what was expected of him. He suggested that curricular
objectives should be expressed in specific behavioral terms
to avoid ambiguity.23
Summary
Management-by-objectives is a clearly outlined plan de¬
tailing who will do what, when and where and how the process
might be accomplished.
2lNapoleon Bryant, Jr., "The Effect of Performemce Ob¬
jectives on the Achievement Level of Selected Eighth-Grade
Science Pupils in Four Predominantly Black Inner City Schools"
(Ph.D. dissertation, Indiana University, 1970), p. 19.
22Robert E. Samples, "Toward the Intrinsic: A Plea for
the Next Step in Curriculum," American Biology Teacher 32
(March 1970): 144.
23Ralph H. Ojemann,"Should Educational Objectives Be
Stated in Behavioral Terms?" The Elementary School Journal 68
(February 1968): 225.
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Goal setting for educational accountability under the
MBO concept should begin with top management and filter down.
Thus, educational accountability should start at the top. Too
frequently a school system or other educational institution
attempts to begin accountability with teachers or the support
staff.
Monitoring gathered data on progress toward achieving
results calls for the establishment of checkpoints, stated in
terms of time intervals as well as work processes at a given
place or a known point in production. The monitoring process
may rest on the generation of periodic reports for key super¬
visory and administrative personnel. The reporting mechanism
is part of the communication system that Informs key personnel
of progress and facilitates decision making about whether or
not the organization is locked onto objectives or straying off
course.
CHAPTER III
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This chapter describes the procedures followed in this
study to determine the effects of the Elementary Curriculvim
Development Program in developing management-by-objectives
procedures. Specifically, this chapter presents the research
instrument, identifies the population, describes the collection,
treatment and analysis of the data. The basic design of this
study was the descriptive survey method utilizing a question¬
naire.
The Instrument
The data contained in this research were collected
from a questionnaire designed by the researcher. It was field
tested and reviewed by several persons in the Atlanta Public
School System to determine if it would yield the necessary
data for this research. There were different questionnaires
for teachers and principals. The instrument was a two-part
questionnaire reproduced on a single sheet, front and back
(see Appendix).
The first part of the teachers' questionnaire contained
demographic information in which teachers indicated areas which
represented their teaching level, teaching experience, highest
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academic completion, age, sex, race, year entered the ECD
program and years associated with the ECD program as a class¬
room teacherV The second part of the teachers^ questionnaire
contained twenty (20) questions about classroom MBO procedures
for the teacher to respond to before and after entering the
ECD progreun.
The first part of the principals' questionnaire contained
demographic information in which principals indicated areas
which represented their administrative experience, highest
academic completion, year entered the ECD program, years asso¬
ciated with ECD program as a school principal, age, sex and
race. The second part of the principals' questionnaire con¬
tained twenty (20) questions about the principal as instructional
leader before and after entering the ECD program.
Selection of Subjects
This research Involved all elementary school principals
(N=105) and six hundred and twenty seven (627) teachers in the
Atlanta Public School System. Five (5) teachers were selected
from schools with fourteen (14) teachers or less and seven (7)
teachers were selected from schools with fifteen (15) teachers
or more. There are fifty-one (51) elementary schools in Atlanta
with fifteen (15) teachers or more and fifty-four X54) schools
with fourteen (14) or less teachers. Two hundred and seventy
(270) questionnaires were sent to those teachers who work in
schools employing fourteen (14) or less teachers and three
hundred and fifty-seven (357) questionnaires were sent to those
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teachers who work in schools employing fourteen (14) or less
teachers, making a total of six hundred and twenty-seven (627)
questionnaires sent to elementary teachers. Teachers' names
were selected from the current Atlanta Public School Personnel
Directory. Every fourth name from each school roster was
chosen until the five (5) or seven (7) teachers were selected
for the necessary sampling. The decision to use every fourth
neune was determined by the random selection of nxunber 4.
Treatment of Data
Seventy (70) percent of the principals returned their
questionnaires (N»74). Sixty-four (64) percent of the teachers
returned their questionnaires (Ns404). The data were then
coded, key-punched and computed with the Peabody VO-7 statis¬
tical progr2un and the SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences) using the t-test for paired comparisons of the be¬
fore and after responses of teachers and principals. Multiple
comparisons were made with teachers and principals entering
the ECD program during each year from 1972 to 1976. Each was
compared with his/her own group.
Summary
Chapter III is a presentation of the design and methods
used in this study with respect to (1) the instrument, (2) the
selection of the population, and (3) the treatment of the data.
The writer devised a questionnaire for teachers and
principals consisting of twenty (20) items each dealing
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specifically with classroom procedures for the teachers before
and after entering the ECD program and for the principal as
instructional leader before and after entering the ECD program.
The total population consisted of 105 principals and
627 teachers who had been part of the ECD program sometime
between 1972 to 1976. Respondents included 74 principals and
401 teachers.
The t-test was used to determine the significance of a
difference between the means at the .05 level of confidence.
CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION OF FINDINGS
Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to present and analyze
the data of the study as they pertain to the effects of the
Elementary Curriculum Development Program for developing
management-by-objective procedures.
The population of this study included 105 principals
and 627 teachers. The data were collected from a question¬
naire developed by the writer. Table 1 shows that 70.5 per¬
cent of the principals returned their questionnaires and 64
percent of the teachers returned their questionnaires.
TABLE 1
RETURN RATE OF QUESTIONNAIRE
Number Number
Groups Sent Returned Percent
Principals 105 74 70.5
Teachers 627 401 64.0




The data presented in Table 2 show the teachers' pres¬
ent teaching level. Primary level teachers represent the
largest percentage of the teacher sampling, followed by the
intermediate and upper level teachers.
TABLE 2
TEACHERS' PRESENT TEACHING LEVELS
Level Number Percent
Primary (K-3) 165 41.1
Intermediate (4-5) 140 34.9
Upper (6-7) 96 23.9
Total 401 100.0
Table 3 shows the number of years teachers and principals
have been in their present position. The smallest percentage
of each group, teacher and principal, have been in their pres¬
ent position 20 years or more.
Table 4 shows the niomber of years teachers and principals
have been associated with the ECD program occupying their pres¬
ent position. It should be noted that this question appeared
because a teacher could have been at a given school with the
ECD progr2un between the years of 1972 to 1976 and transferred
to another school that had not yet entered the ECD program.
Also, a principal could have been a classroom teacher during
TABLE 3
YEARS IN PRESENT POSITION
1-5 6-10 11-20 21 or more Total
Years Years Years Years
Subjects N % N % N % N % N %
Principals 15 20.3 30 40.5 27 36.5 2 2.7 74 100
Teachers 118 29.4 103 25.7 117 29.2 63 15.7 401 100
N}
TABLE 4
YEARS ASSOCIATED WITH ECD PROGRAM
IN PRESENT POSITION
1 Year 2 Years 3 Years 4 Years 5 Years Total
Subjects N % N % N % N % N % N %
Principals 7 9.5 23 31.1 24 32.4 8 10.8 12 16.2 74 100
Teachers 39 9.7 83 20.7 136 33.9 96 23.9 47 11.7 401 100
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the years of 1972 to 1976 followed by a promotion to principal
ship. He/she still would have been associated with the ECD
progrzum, but not at the present position as a principal.
The year each teacher and principal entered the ECD
progr2un is displayed in Table 5. It shows the number and
percent of teachers and principals entering the program from
1972 to 1976.
Table 6 shows the educational attainment for the prin¬
cipals as: 6.8 percent had earned doctorates^ 40.5 percent
had earned the specialist degree, and 52.7 percent had earned
the master's. None of the principals held only bachelor
degrees.
Forty-seven and four-tenths percent of the teachers
had earned the bachelor degree, 49.6 percent had earned the
master's, and 3.0 percent had earned the specialist degree.
None of the teachers held a doctorate.
Tables 7 and 8 show the Age Distribution of both groups
Those teachers whose ages ranged between 31 to 40 years old
represented the largest percentage for their group.
The principals whose ages ranged from 41 to 50 repre¬
sented the largest percentage for their group.
TABLE 5
YEAR ENTERED ECD PROGRAM
1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 All
Total Total Total Total Total Total
Svibjects N % N % N % N % N % N %
Principals 7 9.5 9 12.2 21 28.4 20 27.0 17 23.0 74 100














Principals 0 0 39 52.7 30 40.5 5 • 00
Teachers 190 47.4 199 49.6 12 3.0 0 0
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TABLE 7






Under 21 0 0
21 - 30 53 13.2
31 “ 40 175 43.6
41 - 50 125 31.2
51 or over 48 12.0
Total 401 100.0
TABLE 8
AGE DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPALS
Number Percent of Total
Age Range Responding Responses
Under 30 1 1.4
31 - 40 8 10.8
41 - 50 42 56.8
51 or over 23 31.0
Total 74 100.0
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Principals' Response to Questionnaire
The principals' responses to the 20 variables before
entering the ECD program are displayed in Tedsle 9. The 20
variables are the same 20 questions that appeared on the ques¬
tionnaire sent to each principal. The five categories (never,
sometimes, often, very often and always) were the five choices
for each of the 20 variables. On the questionnaire, the five
choices were represented by numbers 1-5. One represented
never, 2 - sometimes, 3 - often, 4 - very often and 5 - always
The following gives a complete breakdown of how each principal
responded to the questionnaire before entering the ECD program
Variable 1—36.5 percent of the principals said they often
met with a committee of teachers and parents to discuss school
objectives before making a final decision about instructional
programs. 31.1 percent said sometimes, 18.9 percent said very
often, 6.8 percent said always and 6.8 percent said never.
Variable 2—reported that 36.5 percent of the principals
scheduled weekly instructional meetings for planning. 35.1
percent said sometimes, 12.2 percent said very often, 9.5
percent said always, and 6.8 percent said never.
Variable 3—says that 36.5 percent of the principals often
Identified contact persons to be responsible for each content
area within the curriculum. 21.6 percent said always, 20.3
percent said sometimes, 10.8 percent said very often, and 10.8
percent said never.
VarieUole 4—asked each principal if he/she worked with contact
person to be responsible for each content area within the
curriculum. 37.8 percent said they often worked with contact
persons. 27.0 percent said very often, 18.9 percent said
sometimes, 14.9 percent said always, and 1.4 percent said
never.
Variable 5—reveals that 39.2 percent of the principals often
encourage staff members to read and share books about topics
concerning their school objectives. 24.3 percent said very
often, 17.6 percent said always, 14.9 percent said sometimes,
and 4.1 percent said never.
Variable 6—shows that 35.1 percent of the principals always
ordered Instructional supplies based on school's objectives.
TABLE 9
PRINCIPALS' RESPONSES TO VARIABLES




times % Often %
Very
Often % Always %
1 5 6.8 23 31.1 27 36.5 14 18.9 5 6.8
2 5 6.8 26 35.1 27 36.5 9 12.2 7 9.5
3 8 10.8 15 20.3 27 36.5 8 10.8 16 21.6
4 1 1.4 14 18.9 28 37.8 20 10.8 11 14.9
5 3 4.1 11 14.9 29 39.2 18 27.0 13 17.6
6 0 0 7 9.5 20 27.0 21 24.3 26 35.1
7 2 2.7 8 10.8 22 29.7 20 28.4 22 29.7
8 1 1.4 10 13.5 19 25.7 20 27.0 24 32.4
9 0 0 4 5.4 16 21.6 20 27.0 34 45.9
10 0 0 5 6.8 19 25.7 21 28.4 29 39.2
11 2 2.7 3 4.1 21 28.4 21 28.4 27 36.5
12 4 5.4 10 13.5 27 36.5 14 18.9 19 25.7
13 5 6.8 18 24.3 21 28.4 20 27.0 10 13.5
14 8 10.8 16 21.6 29 39.2 8 10.8 13 17.6
15 7 9.5 19 25.7 27 36.5 8 10.8 13 17.6
16 2 2.7 11 14.9 21 28.4 16 21.6 24 32.4
17 0 0 3 4.1 21 28.4 19 25.7 31 41.9
18 0 0 4 5.4 27 36.5 22 29.7 21 28.4
19 0 0 7 9.5 19 25.7 22 29.7 26 35.1
20 0 0 4 5.4 19 25.7 23 31.1 28 37.8
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28.4 percent said very often, 27.0 percent said often, 9.5
percent said sometimes, and none of the principals said never.
Variable 7—indicates that 29.7 percent of the principals
always issued instructional supplies based on objectives and
teachers' requests they had monitored. 27.0 percent said very
often, 26.7 percent said often, 13.5 percent said sometimes and
1.4 percent said never.
Variable 8—reports that 32.4 percent of the principals always
included staff in budget allocation. 27.0 percent said very
often, 25.7 percent said often, 13.5 percent said sometimes
and 1.4 percent said never.
Variable 9—reveals that 45.9 percent of the principals always
ordered textbooks and workbooks based on school's objectives.
27.0 percent said very often, 21.6 percent said often, 5.4
percent said sometimes, and none of the principals said never.
Variable 10—shows that 39.2 percent of the principals always
issued textbooks and workbooks based on class objectives and
teachers' requests which they had monitored. 28.4 percent said
very often, 25.7 percent said often, 6.8 percent said sometimes,
and none of the principals said never.
Variable 11—indicates that 36.5 percent of the principals
always requested that teachers' lesson plans reflect the school's
objectives. 28.4 percent said very often, 28.4 percent also
said often, 4.1 percent said sometimes and 2.7 percent said
never.
Varled)le 12—shows that 36.5 percent of the principals often
checked teachers' lesson plans to see if plans correlated with
school's objectives. 25.7 percent said always, 18.9 percent
said very often, 13.5 percent said sometimes, and 5.4 percent
said never.
Variable 13—reveals that 28.4 percent of the principals often
scheduled conferences with individual teachers to go over
pupil progress folders. 27.0 percent said very often, 24.3
percent said sometimes, 13.5 percent said always, and 6.8
percent said never.
Variable 14—indicates that 39.2 percent of the principals
often scheduled parent conferences quarterly to inform parents
of pupil's progress. 21.6 percent said sometimes, 17.6 per¬
cent said always, 10.8 percent said very often, and 10.8 per¬
cent said never.
Variable 15—shows that 36.5 percent of the principals often
included parents as part of the team or council for planning
to improve the school's instructional program. 25.7 percent
said sometimes, 17.6 percent said always, 10.8 percent said
very often, and 9.5 percent said never.
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Variable 16—reports that 32.4 percent of the principals always
let teachers know what was expected of them in regard to
school's instructional program and objectives. 28.4 percent
said often, 21.6 percent said very often, 14.9 percent said
sometimes, and 2.7 percent said never.
Variable 17—reveals that 41.9 percent of the principals
always let teachers know when activities were expected of them
in regard to the school's instructional program and objectives.
28.4 percent said often, 25.7 percent said very often, 4.1
percent said sometimes, and none of the principals said never.
Variable 18—reports that 36.5 percent of the principals often
monitored all activities requested of teachers in regard to the
school's instructional program and objectives. 29.7 percent
said very often, 28.4 percent said always, 5.4 percent said
sometimes, and none of the principals said never.
Variable 19—indicates that 35.1 percent of the principals
always felt they were a member of a team working toward goals
in their schools. 29.7 percent said very often, 25.7 percent
said often, 9.5 percent said sometimes and none of the prin¬
cipals said never.
Variable 20—shows that 37.8 percent of the principals knew
specifically what was expected of them toward implementing the
instructional program and school's objectives. 31.1 percent
said very often, 25.7 percent said often, 5.1 percent said
sometimes, and none of the principals said never.
Table 10 svtmmarizes the responses of principals after
they entered the ECD program. It clearly shows that under the
first two categories of "never" and "sometimes," there was a
significant decrease of responses by principals after entering
the ECD program. It further shows under the remaining three
categories (often, very often and always) a significant in¬
crease of responses by principals after entering the ECD pro¬
gram. The largest consistent increase appeared in the "always"
category, followed by "very often" and "often."
35
TABLE 10
PRINCIPALS' RESPONSES TO VARIABLES




times % Often %
Very
Often % Alwaysi %
1 0 0 3 4.1 12 16.2 24 32.4 35 47.3
2 0 0 2 2.7 9 12.2 27 36.5 36 48.6
3 1 1.4 2 2.7 8 10.8 16 21.6 47 63.5
4 0 0 3 4.1 8 10.8 25 33.8 38 51.4
5 2 2.7 3 4.1 12 16.2 14 18.9 43 58.1
6 0 0 5 6.8 7 9.5 19 25.7 43 58.1
7 2 2.7 5 6.8 5 6.8 20 27.0 42 56.8
8 0 0 3 4.1 6 8.1 23 31.1 42 56.8
9 0 0 3 4.1 6 8.1 12 16.2 53 71.6
10 0 0 4 5.4 4 5.4 16 21.6 50 67.6
11 0 0 1 1.4 3 4.1 17 23.0 53 71.6
12 0 0 5 6.8 12 16.2 17 23.0 40 54.1
13 0 0 9 12.2 11 14.9 18 24.3 36 48.6
14 2 2.7 5 6.8 5 6.8 21 28.4 41 55.4
15 0 0 2 2.7 8 10.8 21 28.4 43 58.1
16 0 0 4 5.4 8 10.8 17 23.0 45 60.8
17 0 0 1 1.4 5 6.8 17 23.0 51 68.9
18 0 0 2 2.7 3 4.1 20 27.0 49 66.2
19 0 0 1 1.4 2 2.7 17 23.0 54 73.0
20 0 0 2 2.7 2 2.7 13 17.6 57 77.0
More principals responded to the "sometimes" and "often"
categories before entering the ECD program as compared to "very
often" and "always" categories after entering the ECD program.
This could very well be caused by the monitoring component
that is part of the MBO procedures of the ECD program.
The following is a complete analysis of Table 10:
Variatble 1—shows that 47.3 percent of the principals always
met with a committee of teachers and parents to discuss school
objectives before making final decisions about the instructional
program. 32.4 percent met very often, 16.2 percent met often,
4.1 percent met sometimes, and none of the principals indicated
they never met after enteirng the ECD program.
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Variable 2—shows that 48.6 percent of the principals always
scheduled weekly instructional meetings for planning. 36.5
percent very often scheduled meetings, 12.2 percent often
scheduled meetings, 2.7 percent sometimes scheduled weekly
meetings, and none of the principals Indicated they never
scheduled weekly meetings for planning.
Variable 3—indicates that 63.5 percent of the principals
always identified contact persons to be responsible for each
content area within the curriculum. 21.6 percent said very
often, 10.8 percent said often, 2.7 percent said sometimes,
and 1.4 percent said never.
Variable 4—reports that 51.4 percent of the principals always
worked with contact person and/or area representative in special
areas to plan staff development experience based on needs of
staff. 33.8 percent said very often, 10.8 percent said often,
4.1 percent said sometimes, and none of the principals said
never.
Variable 5—reveals that 58.1 percent of the principals always
encouraged staff members to read and share books about topics
concerning their school's objectives. 18.9 percent said very
often, 16.2 percent said often, 4.1 percent said sometimes, and
2.7 percent said never.
Varied>le 6—shows that 58.1 percent of the principals always
ordered instructional supplies based on school's objectives.
25.7 percent said very often, 9.5 percent said often, 6.8
percent said sometimes, and none of the principals said never.
Variable 7—shows that 56.8 percent of the principals always
issued instructional supplies to teachers based on class ob¬
jectives and teachers' requests that they had monitored. 27.0
percent said very often, 6.8 percent said sometimes and 2.7
percent said never.
Variable 8—indicates that 56.8 percent of the principals
always included their staff in budget allocation. 31.1 per¬
cent said very often, 8.1 percent said often, 4.1 percent said
sometimes, and none of the principals said never.
Variable 9—indicates that 71.6 percent of the principals always
ordered textbooks and workbooks based on school's objectives.
16.2 percent said very often, 8.1 percent said often, 4.1 per¬
cent said sometimes, and none of the principals said never.
Variable 10—shows that 67.6 percent of the principals always
issued textbooks based on class objectives and teachers' re¬
quests that they had monitored. 21.6 percent said very often,
5.4 percent said often, 5.4 percent said sometimes, and none
of the principals said never.
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Variable 11—reveals that 71.6 percent of the principals always
requested that teachers' lesson plans reflect the school's ob¬
jectives. 23.0 percent said very often, 4.1 percent said often,
and 1.4 percent said sometimes, and none of the principals said
never.
Variable 12—shows that 54.1 percent of the principals always
checked teachers' lesson plans periodically to see if plans
correlated with school's objectives. 23.0 percent said very
often, 16.2 percent said often, 6.8 percent said sometimes and
none of the principals said never.
Variable 13—shows that 48.6 percent of the principals always
scheduled conferences periodically with individual teachers
to go over individual pupil progress folders. 24.3 percent
said very often, 14.9 percent said often, 12.2 percent said
sometimes, and none of the principals said never.
Variable 14—indicates that 55.4 percent of the principals
always scheduled conferences quarterly to inform parents of
pupils progress. 28.4 percent said very often, 6.8 percent
said often, and 2.7 percent said never.
Variable 15—reports that 58.1 percent of the principals always
included parents as part of the team or council for planning
to improve the school's instructional program. 28.4 percent
said very often, 10.8 percent said often, 2.7 percent said
sometimes, and none of the principals said never.
Variable 16—reports that 60.8 percent of the principals always
let teachers know what was expected of them in regard to the
school's instructional program and objectives. 23.0 percent
said very often, 10.8 percent said often, 5.4 percent said
sometimes and none of the principals said never.
Variable 17—shows that 68.9 percent of the principals always
let teachers know when activities were expected of them in re¬
gard to the school's instructional program and objectives. 23.0
percent said very often, 6.8 percent said often, 1.4 percent
said sometimes, and none of the principals said never.
Variable 18—reveals that 66.2 percent of the principals always
monitored all activities requested of teachers in regard to the
school's instructional program and objectives. 27.0 percent
said very often, 4.1 percent said often, 2.7 percent said some¬
times, and none of the principals said never.
Variable 19—indicates that 73.0 percent of the principals
always felt they were a member of a team working toward goals
in their schools. 23.0 percent said very often, 2.7 percent
said often, 1.4 percent said sometimes, and none of the princi¬
pals said never.
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Varieible 20—shows that 77.0 percent of the principals knew
specifically what was expected of them toward implementing the
instructional program and school's objectives. 17.6 percent
said very often, 2.7 percent said often, 2.7 percent said some¬
times and none of the principals said never.
Table 11 shows the mean of each response before the
principal entered the ECD prograun as compared with the mean of
each response the principal gave after entering the ECD pro¬
gram. The standard deviation, mean difference, and t value are
also listed.
TABLE 11
COMPARISONS OF MEANS OF PRINCIPALS'














1 2.88 1.02 4.16 0.99 -1.28 -9.48
2 2.82 1.05 4.31 0.79 -1.48 -13.01
3 3.12 1.27 4.43 0.89 -1.31 -7.53
4 3.35 1.00 4.32 0.83 -0.97 -6.95
5 3.36 1.07 4.25 1.05 -0.89 -7.10
6 3.89 1.00 4.35 0.91 -0.46 -3.59
7 3.70 1.09 4.28 1.04 -0.58 -4.55
8 3.76 1.10 4.41 0.81 -0.65 -5.18
9 4.13 0.94 4.55 0.81 -0.42 -3.58
10 4.00 0.97 4.51 0.83 -0.51 -4.50
11 3.92 1.03 4.64 0.63 -0.72 -6.67
12 3.46 1.73 4.24 0.96 -0.78 -6.12
13 3.16 1.15 4.02 1.16 -0.86 -5.44
14 3.03 1.22 4.27 1.04 -1.24 -7.73
15 3.01 1.21 4.41 0.79 -1.40 -9.77
16 3.66 1.16 4.39 0.89 -0.73 -5.05
17 4.05 0.94 4.59 0.68 -0.54 -4.61
18 3.81 0.92 4.56 0.74 -0.75 -7.20
19 3.90 1.00 4.67 0.60 -0.77 -7.36
20 4.01 0.93 4.68 0.66 -0.67 -6.62
Varied>le 1—shows the t-value of 9.48 with 73 degrees of free-
dom at the .05 level of significance yields a significant dif¬
ference between the sample mean, 2.88 and 4.16.
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Variable 2—shows the t-value of 13.01 with 73 degrees of free-
dom at the .05 level of significance yields a significant dif¬
ference between the scunple means, 2.82 and 4.31.
Variable 3—shows the t-value of 7.53 with 73 degrees of free-
dom at the .05 level of significance yields a significant dif¬
ference between the sample means, 3.12 and 4.42.
Variable 4—shows the t-value of 6.95 with 73 degrees of free-
dom at the .05 level of significance yields a significant dif¬
ference between the seunple means, 3.35 and 4.32.
Variable 5—shows the t-value of 7.10 with 73 degrees of free-
dom at the .05 level of significance yields a significant dif¬
ference between the sample means, 3.36 and 4.25.
Variable 6—shows a t-value of 3.59 with 73 degrees of freedom
at the .05 level of significance yields a significant differ¬
ence between the sample means, 3.89 and 4.35.
Variable 7—shows a t-value of 4.55 with 73 degrees of freedom
at the .05 level of significance yields a significant difference
between the sample means, 3.70 and 4.28.
Variable 8—shows a t-value of 5.18 with 73 degrees of freedom
at the .05 level of significance yields a significant difference
between the sample means, 3.76 and 4.41.
Variable 9—shows a t-value of 3.58 with 73 degrees of freedom
at the .05 level of significance yields a significant difference
between the sample means, 4.13 and 4.55.
Variable 10—shows a t-value of 4.50 with 73 degrees of freedom
at the .05 level of significance yields a significant difference
between the sample means, 4.00 and 4.51.
Variable 11—shows a t-value of 6.67 with 73 degrees of freedom
at the .05 level of significance yields a significant difference
between the sample means, 3.92 and 4.64.
Variable 12—shows a t-value of 6.12 with 73 degrees of freedom
at the .05 level of significance yields a significant difference
between the sample means, 3.46 and 4.24.
Variable 13—shows a t-value of 5.44 with 73 degrees of freedom
at the .05 level of significance yields a significant difference
between the sample means, 3.16 and 4.02.
Variable 14—shows a t-value of 7.73 with 73 degrees of freedom
at the .05 level of significance yields a significant difference
between the sample means, 3.03 and 4.27.
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Variable 15—shows a t-value of 9.77 with 73 degrees of freedom
at the .05 level of significance yields a significant difference
between the sample means, 3.01 and 4.41.
Variable 16—shows a t-value of 5.05 with 73 degrees of freedom
at the .05 level of significance yields a significant difference
between the seunple means, 3.66 and 4.39.
Variable 17—shows a t-value of 4.61 with 73 degrees of freedom
at the .05 level of significance yields a significant difference
between the sample means, 4.05 and 4.59.
Variable 18—shows a t-value of 7.20 with 73 degrees of freedom
at the .05 level of significance yields a significant difference
between the sample means, 3.81 and 4.56.
Variable 19—shows a t-value of 7.36 with 73 degrees of freedom
at the .06 level of significance yields a significant difference
between the sample means, 3.90 and 4.67.
Variable 20—shows a t-value of 6.62 with 73 degrees of freedom
at the .05 level of significance yields a significemt difference
between the sample means, 4.01 and 4.68.
The next section svimmarizes the findings for principals
entering the ECD prograun during specific years.
Findings for Principals Entering ECD Program
During Specific Years
All multiple comparisons for principals entering the
ECD program during the various years showed no significant dif
ference in any of the twenty (20) variables, except the ones
below:
1973-74 with 1975-76
The one variable (8) that showed a significant differ¬
ence found that the 1973-74 principals included their
staff in budget allocation more than the 1975-76 prin¬
cipals.
1973-74 with 1976-77
The one variable (14) that showed a significant dif¬
ference found more of the 1973-74 principals scheduled
parent conferences quarterly to inform parents of
pupils* progress than the 1976-77 principals.
411974-75 with 1975-76
The one variable (7) that showed a significant dif¬
ference found that the 1974-75 principals Issued in¬
structional supplies to teachers based on class ob¬
jectives and teachers' requests they had monitored
more than the 1975-76 principals.1975-76 with 1976-77
The one variable (7) that showed a significant differ
ence found that the 1976-77 principals issued instruc
tional supplies to teachers based on class objectives
and teachers' requests they monitored more than the
1975-76 principals.
Tables 12-17 give a complete breakdown of responses
comparing principals who entered the ECD program during speci¬
fic years. All variables that are significant are Identified
























WITH 1973-74 AND 1974-75
1972-73 1973-74 1974- 75
N Mean N Mean t-Value N Mean t-Value
7 0.86 9 1.78 1.97 21 1.00 -0.23
7 1.43 9 1.78 1.02 21 1.38 0.10
7 1.71 9 1.33 -0.31 21 1.52 0.28
7 0.86 9 1.22 0.36 21 1.05 -0.37
7 0.86 9 1.00 0.35 21 0.86 0.0
7 0.71 9 0.78 1.38 21 0.33 1.05
7 0.57 9 0.33 -1.21 21 0.81 -0.64
7 0.57 9 1.33 1.35 21 0.76 -0.46
7 0.29 9 0.89 1.03 21 0.48 -0.45
7 0.43 9 0.67 0.34 21 0.52 -0.29
7 0.29 9 0.78 0.49 21 0.62 -0.96
7 0.71 9 0.89 -0.48 21 1.10 -0.92
7 0.71 9 1.33 0.99 21 0.86 -0.26
7 1.00 9 2.00 0.84 21 1.52 -0.89
7 1.57 9 2.00 1.65 21 1.24 0.65
7 1.29 9 0.78 0.13 21 0.71 1.01
7 0.57 9 0.22 -1.02 21 0,62 -0.12
7 0.57 9 1.00 0.80 21 0.71 -0.37
7 1.00 9 0.56 -0.70 21 0.81 0.46























WITH 1975-76 AND 1976-77
1972-73 1975-76 1976- 77
N Mean N Mean t-Value N Mean t-Value
7 0.86 20 1.20 -0.58 16 1.69 -1.23
7 1.43 20 1.40 0.06 16 1.63 -0.43
7 1.71 20 0.90 1.35 16 1.38 0.46
7 0.86 20 0.75 0.20 16 1.00 -0.28
7 0.86 20 0.65 0.47 16 1.13 -0.51
7 0.71 20 0.55 0.32 16 0.19 0.89
7 0.57 20 0.10 1.02 16 1.06 -1.00
7 0.57 20 0.25 0.88 16 0.69 -0.22
7 0.29 20 0.30 -0.04 16 0.31 -0.05
7 0.43 20 0.30 0.35 16 0.75 -0.71
7 0.29 20 0.70 -1.06 16 1.00 -1.49
7 0.71 20 0.65 0.20 16 0.50 0.35
7 0.71 20 0.70 0.02 16 0.94 -0.36
7 1.00 20 1.10 0.18 16 0.75 0.42
7 1.57 20 1.00 1.01 16 1.69 -0.20
7 1.29 20 0.45 1.40 16 0.81 0.85
7 0.57 20 0.55 0.05 16 0.56 0.02
7 0.57 20 0.60 -0.07 16 0.94 -0.97
7 1.00 20 0.60 1.18 16 0.81 0.44
7 1.00 20 0.55 1.18 16 0.63 1.11
TABLE 14
PRINCIPALS' COMPARISONS—1973-74
WITH 1974-75 AND 1975-76
Variables
1973-74 1974- 75 1975- 76
N Mean N Mean t-Value N Mean t-Value
1 9 1,78 21 1.00 1.97 20 1.20 1.57
2 9 1.78 21 1.38 1.02 20 1.40 0.99
3 9 1.33 21 1.52 -0.31 20 0.90 0.81
4 9 1.22 21 1.04 0.36 20 0.75 0.91
5 9 1.00 21 0.86 0.35 20 0.65 0.79
6 9 0.78 21 0.33 1.38 20 0.55 0.50
7 9 0.33 21 0.81 -1.21 20 0.10 0.50
8 9 1.33 21 0.76 1.35 20 0.25 2.76*
9 9 0.89 21 0.48 1.03 20 0.30 1.74
10 9 0.67 21 0.52 0.34 20 0.30 0.81
11 9 0.78 21 0.62 0.49 20 0.70 0.22
12 9 0.89 21 1.10 -0.48 20 0.65 0.64
13 9 1.33 21 0.86 0.99 20 0.70 1.04
14 9 2.00 21 1.52 0.84 20 1.10 1.65
15 9 2.00 21 1.24 1.65 20 1.00 1.95
16 9 0.78 21 0.71 0.13 20 0.45 0.62
17 9 0.22 21 0.62 -1.02 20 0.55 0.79
18 9 1.00 21 0.71 0.80 20 0.60 1.00
19 9 0.56 21 0.81 -0.70 20 0.60 -0.15
20 9 0.89 21 0.62 0.68 20 0.55 0.98






t-ValueN Mean N Mean
1 9 1.78 16 1.69 0.22
2 9 1.78 16 1.63 0.45
3 9 1.33 16 1.38 -0.06
4 9 1.22 16 1.00 0.44
5 9 1.00 16 1.13 -0.24
6 9 0.78 16 0.19 1.13
7 9 0.33 16 1.06 -1.46
8 9 1.33 16 0.69 1.21
9 9 0.89 16 0.31 1.17
10 9 0.67 16 0.75 -0.16
11 9 0.78 16 1.00 -0.51
12 9 0.89 16 0.50 -0.64
13 9 1.33 16 0.94 0.73
14 9 2.00 16 0.75 2.10*
15 9 2.00 16 1.69 0.60
16 9 0.78 16 0.81 -0.07
17 9 0.22 16 0.56 -0.72
18 9 1.00 16 0.93 0.17
19 9 0.56 16 0.81 -0.68
20 9 0.89 16 0.63 0.85
♦Significant at the .05 level of confidence
TABLE 16
PRINCIPALS' COMPARISONS—1974-75
WITH 1975-76 AND 1976-77
1974-75 1975-76 1976-77
Vari2d>les N Mean N Mean t-Value N Meem t-Value
1 21 1.00 20 1.20 -0.64 16 1.69 1.95
2 21 1.38 20 1.40 -0.06 16 1.63 0.74
3 21 1.52 20 0.90 1.29 16 1.38 -0.26
4 21 1.05 20 0.75 0.74 16 1.00 0.12
5 21 0.86 20 0.65 0.62 16 1.13 -0.69
6 21 0.33 20 0.55 0.64 16 0.19 0.38
7 21 0.81 20 0.10 2.16* 16 1.06 -0.71
8 21 0.76 20 0.25 1.67 16 0.69 0.18
9 21 0.48 20 0.30 0.58 16 0.31 0.40
10 21 0.52 20 0.30 0.82 16 0.75 -0.68
11 21 0.62 20 0.70 -0.28 16 1.00 -1.07
12 21 1.10 20 0.65 1.52 16 0.50 1.30
13 21 0.86 20 0.70 0.35 16 0.94 -0.18
14 21 1.52 20 1.10 0.98 16 0.75 1.62
15 21 1.24 20 1.00 0.63 16 1.69 -1.14
16 21 0.71 20 0.45 0.66 16 0.81 -0.25
17 21 0.62 20 0.55 0.22 16 0.56 0.16
18 21 0.71 20 0.60 0.38 16 0.93 0.76
19 21 0.81 20 0.60 0.76 16 0.81 0.01
20 21 0.62 20 0.55 0.22 16 0.63 0.02





Variables N Mean N Mean t-Value
1 20 1.00 16 1.69 -1.44
2 20 1.38 16 1.63 -0.69
3 20 1.52 16 1.38 -0.90
4 20 1.05 16 1.00 -0.58
5 20 0.86 16 1.13 -1.14
6 20 0.33 16 0.19 0.79
7 20 0.81 16 1.06 -2.40*
8 20 0.76 16 0.69 -1.16
9 20 0.48 16 0.31 -0.03
10 20 0.52 16 0.75 -1.32
11 20 0.62 16 1.00 -0.82
12 20 1.10 16 0.50 0.37
13 20 0.86 16 0.94 -0.46
14 20 1.52 16 0.75 0.76
15 20 1.24 16 1.69 -1.61
16 20 0.71 16 0.81 -0.88
17 20 0.62 16 0.56 -0.03
18 20 0.71 16 0.93 -1.04
19 20 0.81 16 0.81 -0.74
20 20 0.62 16 0.63 -0.27
♦Significant at the .05 level of confidence
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Teachers* Responses to Questionnaire
The teachers' responses to the 20 variables before en¬
tering the ECD program are displayed in Table 18, The 20 vari¬
ables are the same 20 questions that appeared on the questionnaire
sent to each teacher. The five categories (never, sometimes,
often, very often, and always) were the five choices for each
of the 20 variedsles.
TABLE 18
TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO VARIABLES




times % Often %
Very
Often % Always %
1 35 8.7 366 91.8 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 2 0.5 47 11.7 127 31.7 0 27.9 113 28.1
3 10 2.5 81 20.2 142 35.4 112 21.2 83 20.7
4 16 4.0 102 25.4 114 28.4 85 21.2 95 23.7
5 6 1.5 37 9.2 114 28.4 74 18.5 170 42.4
6 4 1.0 63 15.7 118 29.4 135 33.7 81 20.2
7 28 7.0 77 19.2 126 31.4 104 25.9 66 16.4
8 25 6.2 125 31.2 120 29.9 80 20.0 51 12.7
9 111 27.7 89 22.2 95 23.7 61 15.2 45 11.2
10 31 7.7 114 28.4 110 27.4 83 20.7 63 15.7
11 19 4.7 105 26.2 116 28.9 95 23.7 66 16.5
12 17 4.2 101 25.2 118 29.4 84 20.9 81 20.2
13 14 3.5 65 16.2 101 25.2 116 28.9 105 26.1
14 5 1.2 55 13.7 105 26.2 115 28.7 121 30.2
15 2 0.5 35 8.7 105 26.2 96 23.9 163 40.6
16 4 1.0 39 9.7 97 24.2 97 24.2 164 40.9
17 8 2.0 45 11.2 96 23.9 85 21.2 167 41.6
18 15 3.7 73 18.2 125 31.2 95 23.7 93 23.2
19 4 1.0 62 15.5 106 26.4 85 21.2 142 35.4
20 1 0.2 78 19.5 108 26.9 99 24.7 115 28.7
The following data breakdown analyzes each teacher's
responses to the questionnaire before entering the ECD program:
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Variable 1—91.8 percent of the teachers said they sometimes
used different approaches to teach the same skill if students
did not understand the initial approach before they entered the
ECD program. 8.7 percent said they never used different approaches
before the ECD program.
Varied?le 2—asked each teacher if he/she diagnosed each child in
every content area to determine where to begin teaching necessary
skills. 31.7 percent said they often diagnosed, 27.9 percent
said very often, 28.1 percent said always, 11.7 percent said
they sometimes diagnosed, and 0.5 percent said they never diag¬
nosed before entering the ECD progrzun.
Vylable 3—reports that 35.4 percent of the teachers said they
often kept a record of all skills taught each child. 21.2 per¬
cent said very often, 20.7 percent said always, 20.2 percent
said sometimes and 2.5 percent said never.
Variable 4—28.4 percent of the teachers said they often kept
a folder with samples of each child's work at different stages
of the school year. 25.4 percent said sometimes, 23.7 percent
said always, 18.5 percent said very often and 4.0 percent said
never.
Variable 5—shows that 42.4 percent of the teachers read books
and articles that related to school and classroom objectives
before entering the ECD program. 28.4 percent read often,
18.5 percent read veiry often, 9.2 percent read sometimes, and
1.5 percent never read articles pertaining to school objectives
before entering the ECD program.
Variedale 6—33.7 percent of the teachers stated they very often
planned classroom objectives with pupils based on school's ob¬
jectives. 29.4 percent said often, 20.2 percent said always,
15.7 percent said sometimes and 1.0 percent said never.
Variable 7—31.4 percent of the teachers said they often parti-
cipated in weekly instructional meetings with other teachers
on their grade level. 25.9 percent said very often, 19.2 per¬
cent said sometimes, 16.4 percent said always, and 7.0 percent
said never.
Variable 8—reports that 31.2 percent of the teachers sometimes
explained learning model to pupils as the steps of learning
through which we all move as we learn. 29.9 percent often
explained, 20.0 percent very often explained, 12.7 percent
always explained, and 6.2 percent never explained the steps
of learning.
Variable 9—shows that 27.7 percent of the teachers never in¬
dicated to principals their Inservice needs to help them meet
their objectives before entering the ECD program. 23.7 percent
often indicated their needs to principals, 22.2 percent some¬
times told the principal, 15.2 percent very often mentioned it,
emd 11.2 percent always let him know of their inservice needs.
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Varicdale 10—shows that 28.4 percent of the teachers sometimes
referred to a systematized skills list in planning each child's
instructions. 27.4 percent often referred to a skills list,
20.7 percent very often, 15.7 percent always referred to a
skills list and 7.7 percent never referred to a list.
Vari£d)le 11—reveals that 28.9 percent of the teachers indicated
what skills had been accomplished by their pupils from a sys¬
tematized list and those skills which pupils were currently
working. 26.2 percent said sometimes, 23.7 percent said very
often, 16.5 percent said always, and 4.7 percent said never.
Variable 12—reports that 29.4 percent of the teachers said that
often during parent conferences they had a systematized and man¬
ageable way of presenting seumples of students' work, skills
accomplished, skills working on, and social progress of each
child. 25.2 percent said sometimes, 20.9 percent said very
often, 20.2 percent said always, and 4.2 percent said never.
Variable 13—indicates that 28.9 percent of the teachers said
that very often the grouping of children constantly changed
as pupil progressed. 26.1 percent indicated always, 25.2 per¬
cent Indicated often, 16.2 percent indicated sometimes and 3.5
percent indicated never.
Variedjle 14—shows that 30.2 percent of the teachers' lesson
plans always reflected their class objectives. 28.7 percent
reflected very often, 26.2 percent often, 13.7 percent sometimes
and 1.2 percent never reflected class objectives through their
lesson plans.
Variable 15—reveals that 40.6 percent of the teachers always
requested instructional supplies based on class objectives and
needs. 26.2 percent said often, 23.9 percent said very often,
8.7 percent said sometimes, and 0.5 percent said never.
Variatble 16—indicates that 40.9 percent of the teachers always
requested textbooks and workbooks from principal based on actual
needs of students they diagnosed. 24.2 percent said very often
and often, 9«7 percent said sometimes, and 1.0 percent said
never.
Variable 17—shows that 41.6 percent of the teachers always used
information gained from level meetings with other teachers to
help them achieve their classroom goals. 23.9 percent said
often, 21.2 percent said very often, 11.2 percent said sometimes,
and 2.0 percent said never.
Variable 18—shows that 31.2 percent of the teachers often knew
what was expected of them as a teacher in regard to the school's
instructional program and objectives. 23.7 percent said very
often, 23.2 percent said always, 18.2 percent said sometimes,
and 3.7 percent said never.
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Variable 19—indicates that 35.4 percent of the teachers always
knew when activities were expected of them in regard to the
school's instructional program and objectives. 26.4 percent
said often, 21.2 percent said very often, 15.5 percent said
sometimes, and 1.0 percent said never.
VarleUale 20—reveals that 28.7 percent of the teachers were
always able to identify how the activities would be accomplished.
26.9 percent said often, 24.7 percent said very often, 19.5
percent said sometimes and 0.2 percent said never.
Ted)le 19 summarizes the responses of teachers after they
entered the ECD progreun. It clearly shows that the largest con¬
sistent percentages appear under the "always" colvonn, followed
by "very often," "often," "sometimes," and "never" respectively.
TABLE 19
TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO VARIABLES




times % Often %
Very
Often % Always %
1 1 0. 2 73 18.2 106 26.5 113 28.2 106 26.4
2 0 0 9 2.2 40 10.0 136 33.9 216 53.9
3 1 0. 2 12 3.0 50 12.5 116 28.9 222 55.4
4 2 0. 5 9 2.2 36 9.0 121 30.2 233 58.1
5 0 0 4 1.0 18 4.5 81 20.2 298 74.3
6 1 0. 2 16 4.0 36 9.0 179 44.6 169 42.1
7 5 1. 2 15 3.7 48 12.0 140 34.9 193 48.1
8 7 1. 7 25 6.2 44 11.0 153 38.2 172 42.9
9 4 1. 0 20 5.0 46 11.5 130 32.4 201 50.1
10 10 2. 5 42 10.5 56 14.0 132 32.9 161 40.1
11 5 1. 2 15 3.7 37 9.2 147 36.7 197 49.1
12 2 0. 5 8 2.0 29 7.2 129 32.2 233 58.1
13 1 0. 2 7 1.7 17 4.2 128 31.9 248 61.8
14 0 0 7 1.7 18 4.5 126 31.4 250 62.3
15 0 0 5 1.2 18 4.5 113 28.2 265 66.1
16 0 0 4 1.0 22 5.5 121 30.2 254 63.3
17 3 0. 7 9 2.2 19 4.7 110 27.4 260 64.8
18 2 0. 5 16 4.0 38 9.5 135 33.7 210 52.4
19 2 0. 5 14 3.5 27 6.7 113 28.2 245 61.1
20 0 0 12 3.0 27 6.7 135 33.7 227 56.1
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The following is a complete analysis of Table 19:
Variable 1—shows that 26.4 percent of the teachers said they
always used different approaches to teach the same skill if
student did not understand the initial approach. 28.2 percent
said very often, 26.4 percent said often, 18.2 percent said
sometimes, and 0.2 percent said never.
Variable 2—indicates that 53.9 percent of the teachers said
they always diagnosed each child in every content area to
determine where to begin teaching necessary skills. 33.9 per¬
cent said very often, 10.0 percent said often, 2.2 percent said
sometimes, and none of the teachers indicated never.
Variable 3—reveals that 55.4 percent of the teachers always
kept a record of all skills taught each child. 28,9 percent
said very often, 12.5 percent said often, 3,0 percent said
sometimes, and none of the teachers said never.
Variable 4—shows 58.1 percent of the teachers always kept a
folder with samples of child's work at different stages of the
school year. 30.2 percent said very often, 9.0 percent said
often, 2.2 percent said sometimes, and 0.5 percent said never.
Variable 5—shows that 74.3 percent of the teachers always
read books and articles that related to school and classroom
objectives. 20.2 percent said very often, 4.5 percent said
often, 1.0 percent said sometimes, and none of the teachers
said never.
Variable 6—reveals that 42.1 percent of the teachers always
planned classroom objectives with pupils based on school's
objectives. 44.6 percent said very often, 9.0 percent said
often, 4.0 percent said sometimes, and 0.2 percent said never.
Variable 7—indicates that 48.1 percent of the teachers always
participated in weekly instructional meetings with other
teachers on their grade level. 34.9 percent said very often,
12.0 percent said often, 3.7 percent said sometimes, and 1.2
percent said never.
Variable 8—reveals that 42.9 percent of the teachers always
explainedlearning model to pupils as the steps of learning
through which we all move as we learn. 38.2 percent said very
often, 11.0 percent said often, 6.2 percent said sometimes,
and 1.7 percent said never.
Variable 9—shows that 50.1 percent of the teachers always in-
dicated to their principal the inservice needs necessary to
meet their objectives. 32.4 percent said very often, 11.5
percent said often, 5.0 percent said sometimes, and 1.0 per¬
cent said never.
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Variable 10—indicates that 40.1 percent of the teachers always
continuously referred to a systematized skills list in planning
each child’s instruction, 32.9 percent said very often, 14.0
percent said often, 10.5 percent said sometimes, and 2.5 per¬
cent said never.
Variable 11—reveals that 49.1 percent of the teachers always
indicated what skills had been accomplished from a systematized
list amd those on which pupil was working. 36.7 percent said
very often, 9.2 percent said often, 3.7 percent said sometimes
and 1.2 percent said never.
Variable 12—shows that 58.1 percent of the teachers during
parent conferences always had a systematized and manageable
way of presenting samples of students' work, skills accomplished,
skills working on, and social progress of each child. 32.2
percent said very often, 7.2 percent said often, 2.0 percent said
sometimes and 0.5 percent said never.
Variable 13—indicates that 61.8 percent of the teachers said
that always the grouping of children constantly changed as
pupil progressed. 31.9 percent said very often, 4.2 percent
said often, 1.7 percent said sometimes, and 0.2 percent said
never.
Variable 14—indicates that 62.3 percent of the teachers'
lesson plans always reflected their class objectives. 31.4
percent said very often, 4.5 percent said often, 1.7 percent
said sometimes, and none of the teachers said never.
Variable 15—indicates 66.1 percent of the teachers always re-
quested instructional supplies based on class objectives and
needs. 28.2 percent said very often, 4.5 percent said often,
1.2 percent said sometimes and none of the teachers said never.
Variedale 16—shows that 63.3 percent of the teachers always
requested textbooks and workbooks from principal based on actual
needs of students they diagnosed. 30,2 percent said very often,
5.5 percent said often, 1.0 percent said sometimes, and none
of the teachers said never.
Variable 17—shows that 64.8 percent of the teachers always
used information gained from level meetings with other teachers
to help them achieve their classroom goals. 27.4 percent said
very often, 4.7 percent said often, 2.2 percent said sometimes,
and 0.7 percent said never.
Variable 18—reveals that 52.4 percent of the teachers always
knew what was expected of them as a teacher in regards to school's
instructional program and objectives. 33.7 percent said very
often, 9.5 percent said often, 4.0 percent said sometimes, and
0.5 percent said never.
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Variable 19—"indicates that 61.1 percent of the teachers always
knew when activities were expected of them in regard to the
school's instructional program and objectives. 28.2 percent
said very often, 6.7 percent said often, 3.5 percent said some¬
times, amd 0.5 percent said never.
Variable 20—shows that 56.1 percent of the teachers said they
were always able to identify how the activities would be ac¬
complished. 33.7 percent said very often, 6.7 percent said
often, 3.0 percent said sometimes, and none of the teachers
said never.
Tad>le 20 shows the mean of each response before teachers
entered the ECD progreun as compared with the mean of each re¬
sponse teachers gave after entering the ECD program. The stand¬
ard deviation, mean difference, and t-values are also listed.
TABLE 20
COMPARISONS OF MEANS OF TEACHERS'














1 1.93 0.38 3.65 1.13 -1.72 -29.11
2 3.70 1.03 4.39 0.76 -0.69 -16.20
3 3.37 1.10 4.36 0.83 -0.99 -20.32
4 3.32 1.20 4.43 0.78 -1.11 -20.53
5 3.91 1.10 4.66 0.65 -0.75 -15.09
6 3.56 1.01 4.24 0.80 -0.68 -14.85
7 3.25 1.18 3.89 1.13 -0.64 -10.26
8 3.02 1.13 4.14 0.96 -1.12 -20.27
9 2.60 1.33 4.25 0.92 -1.65 -24.27
10 3.08 1.94 3.97 1.09 -0.89 -16.04
11 3.18 1.16 4.28 0.88 -1.10 -21.12
12 3.26 1.18 4.44 0.79 -1.17 -21.83
13 3.57 1.15 4.53 0.69 -0.96 -17.65
14 3.73 1.07 4.54 0.67 -0.81 -17.35
15 3.96 1.03 4.59 0.64 -0.63 -14.26
16 3.94 1.06 4.55 0.65 -0.61 -13.48
17 3.89 1.13 4.53 0.76 -0.64 -12.80
18 3.44 1.14 4.33 0.84 -0.89 -17.54
19 3.77 1.18 4.45 0.81 -0.68 -12.75
20 3.64 1.16 4.44 0.77 -0.80 -15.08
♦All t-values are significant at the .05 level of confidence
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Variable 1—shows that a significant difference exists at the
.05 level of significance between the sample means 1.93 and
3.65. The t-value is 29.11 with 400 degrees of freedom.
Vari^le 2—shows that a significant difference exists at the
.05 level of significance between the seunple means 3.70 and
4.39. The t-value is 29.11 with 400 degrees of freedom.
Variable 3—shows a significant difference exists at the .05
level of significance between the sample means 3.37 and 4.36.
The t-value is 20.32 with 400 degrees of freedom.
Variable 4—shows a significant difference exists at the .05
level of significance between the sample means 3.32 and 4.43.
The t-value is 20.53 with 400 degrees of freedom.
Vari^le 5—shows a significant difference exists at the .05
level of significance between the sample means 3.91 and 4.66.
The t-value is 15.09.
Variable 6—shows a significant difference exists at the .05
level of significance between the seunple means 3.56 and 4.24.
The t-value is 14.85 with 400 degrees of freedom.
Variable 7—shows a significant difference exists at the .05
level of significance between the sample means 3.25 and 3.89.
The t-value is 10.26 with 400 degrees of freedom.
Variable 8—shows a significemt difference exists at the .05
level of significance between the sample means 3.02 and 4.14.
The t-value is 20.27 with 400 degrees of freedom.
Variable 9—shows a significant difference exists at the .05
level of significance between the sample means 2.60 and 4.25.
The t-value is 24.27 with 400 degrees of freedom.
Variable 10—shows a significant difference exists at the .05
level of significance between the sample means 3.08 and 3.97.
The t-value is 16.04 with 400 degrees of freedom.
Variable 11—shows a significant difference exists at the .05
level of significance between the sample means 3.18 and 4.28.
The t-value is 21.12 with 400 degrees of freedom.
Vari^le 12—shows that a significant difference exists at the
.OS level of significance between the sample means 3.26 and
4.44. The t-value is 21.83 with 400 degrees of freedom.
Vari^le 13—shows that a significant difference exists at the
.05 level of significance between the sample means 3.57 and
4.53. The t-value is 17.65 with 400 degrees of freedom.
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Variable 14—shows that a significant difference exists at the
.05 level of significance between the sample means 3.73 and
4.54. The t-value is 17.35 with 400 degrees of freedom.
Variable 15—shows that a significant difference exists at the
.05 level of significance between the sample means 3,96 and
4.59. The t>value is 14.26 with 400 degrees of freedom.
Variable 16—shows that a significant difference exists at the
.05 level of significance between the sample means 3.94 auid
4.55. The t-value is 13.48 with 400 degrees of freedom.
Variable 17—shows that a significant difference exists at the
.Ofe level of significance between the sample means 3,89 and
4.53. The t-value is 12.80 with 400 degrees of freedom.
Variable 18—shows a significant difference exists at the .05
level of slgnlficemce between the sample means 3.44 and 4.33.
The t-value is 17.54 with 400 degrees of freedom.
Vari^le 19—shows a significant difference exists at the .05
level of significance between the sample means 3.77 and 4.45.
The t-value is 12.75 with 400 degrees of freedom.
Variable 20—shows a significant difference exists at the .05
level of significance between the sample means 3.64 and 4.44.
The t-value is 15.08 with 400 degrees of freedom.
The next section summarizes the findings for teachers
entering the ECD program during specific years.
Findings for Teachers Entering ECD Program
During Specific Years'
All other multiple comparisons for teachers entering the
ECD program during the various years showed no significant
difference in any of the twenty (20) variables, except the ones
below;
1972-73 with 1973-74
One of the two variables that showed a significant
difference found that more teachers in 1972-73
diagnosed each child in every content area to
determine where to begin teaching skills than the
1973-74 teachers. The other variable that showed
a significant difference found that more 1973-74
teachers indicated to their principals their in-
service needs to help them meet their objectives
than the 1972-73 teachers.
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The one variable that showed a significant difference
found that more 1972-73 teachers diagnosed each child
in every content area to determine where to begin
teaching skills than the 1976-77 teachers.1973-74 with 1974-75
One of the two variables that showed a significant
difference found that more teachers in 1974-75 used
different approaches to teach the same skill if
student did not understand the initial approach than
the 1973-74 teachers. The other variable that showed
a significant difference found that more 1974-75
teachers diagnosed each child in every content area
to detemine where to begin teaching necessary skills
than the 1973-74 teachers.1974-75 with 1976-77
The one variable that showed a significant difference
found that more teachers in 1974-75 diagnosed each
child in every content area to determine where to
begin teaching necessary skills than the 1976-77
teachers.1975-76 with 1976-77
The one variable that showed a significant difference
found that more teachers in 1975-76 diagnosed each
child in every content area to determine where to
begin teaching necessary skills than the 1976-77
teachers.
Tables 21-26 give a complete breakdown of responses
comparing teachers who entered the ECD program during specific
years. All variables that are significant are identified by
an asterisk to the right of the number under the t-value column.
TABLE 21
TEACHERS’ COMPARISONS—1972-73
WITH 1973-74 AND 1974-75
Variables
1972-73 1973- 74 1974- 75
N Mean N Mean t-Value N Mean t-Value
1 40 1.78 50 1.46 1.18 180 1.86 -0.37
2 40 0.83 50 0.46 2.19* 180 0.81 0.09
3 40 0.83 50 1.02 -0.94 180 0.95 -0.76
4 40 1.00 50 1.24 -1.06 180 1.10 -0.56
5 40 0.75 50 0.80 -0.24 180 0.71 0.23
6 40 0.65 50 0.78 -0.59 180 0.66 -0.04
7 40 1.17 50 0.94 1.07 180 0.92 1.50
8 40 1.20 50 1.16 0.14 180 1.16 0.20
9 40 1.33 50 2.06 -2.59* 180 1.65 -1.39
10 40 1.05 50 1.04 0.04 180 0.86 1.05
11 40 1.15 50 1.10 0.21 180 1.03 0.68
12 40 1.23 50 1.20 0.11 180 1.19 0.19
13 40 1.23 50 0.82 1.32 180 0.97 0.85
14 40 0.90 50 0.60 1.69 180 0.88 0.10
15 40 0.60 50 0.56 0.22 180 0.61 -0.04
16 40 0.58 50 0.44 0.77 180 0.69 -0.72
17 40 0.70 50 0.48 1.29 180 0.69 0.03
18 40 0.90 50 0.76 0.59 180 0.91 -0.03
19 40 0.70 50 0.56 0.72 180 0.75 -0.26
20 40 0.55 50 0.72 0.87 180 0.83 -1.50
♦Significant at the .05 level of confidence
TABLE 22
TEACHERS' COMPARISONS—1972-73
WITH 1975-76 AND 1976-77
1972-73 1975-76 1976-77
Variables N Mean N Mean t-Value N Mean t-Value
1 40 1.78 71 1.68 0.42 59 1.63 0.59
2 40 0.83 71 0.73 0.52 59 0.39 2.54*
3 40 0.83 71 1.13 -1.41 59 1.02 -0.84
4 40 1.00 71 1.11 -0.49 59 1.10 -0.46
5 40 0.75 71 0.73 0.10 59 0.90 -0.70
6 40 0.65 71 0.68 0.13 59 0.71 -0.31
7 40 1.17 71 1.06 0.58 59 1.10 0.31
8 40 1.20 71 1.07 0.55 59 1.01 0.68
9 40 1.33 71 1.58 -0.91 59 1.64 -1.06
10 40 1.05 71 0.85 0.84 59 0.85 0.84
11 40 1.15 71 1.11 0.17 59 1.29 -0.63
12 40 1.23 71 1.01 1.03 59 1.31 -0.36
13 40 1.23 71 0.91 1.01 59 1.05 0.30
14 40 0.90 71 0.77 0.64 59 0.80 0.52
15 40 0.60 71 0.79 -1.04 59 0.64 -0.22
16 40 0.58 71 0.70 -0.69 59 0.46 0.61
17 40 0.70 71 0.64 0.25 59 0.58 0.62
18 40 0.90 71 1.02 -0.63 59 0.78 0.57
19 40 0.70 71 0.55 0.75 59 0.75 -0.21
20 40 0.55 71 0.87 -1.44 59 0.92 -1.74
♦Significant at the .05 level of confidence
TABLE 23
TEACHERS' COMPARISONS—1973-74
WITH 1974-75 AND 1975-76
1973-74 1974-75 1975-76
Variables N Mean N Mean t-Value N Mean t-Value
1 50 1.46 180 1.86 -2.05* 71 1.68 -1.06
2 50 0.46 180 0.81 -2.69* 71 0.73 -1.75
3 50 1.02 180 0.95 0.50 71 1.13 -0.59
4 50 1.24 180 1.10 0.85 71 1.11 0.59
5 50 0.80 180 0.71 0.55 71 0.73 0.36
6 50 0.78 180 0.66 0.89 71 0.68 0.54
7 50 0.94 180 0.92 0.15 71 1.06 -0.61
8 50 1.16 180 1.16 -0.01 71 1.07 0.44
9 50 2.06 180 1.65 1.98 71 1.58 1.96
10 50 1.04 180 0.86 1.07 71 0.85 0.86
11 50 1.10 180 1.03 0.42 71 1.11 -0.06
12 50 1.20 180 1.19 0.06 71 1.01 0.97
13 50 0.82 180 0.97 -0.86 71 0.91 -0.50
14 50 0.60 180 0.88 -1.98 71 0.77 -1.03
15 50 0.56 180 0.61 -0.34 71 0.79 -1.41
16 50 0.44 180 0.69 -1.77 71 0.70 -1.69
17 50 0.48 180 0.69 -1.38 71 0.64 -0.90
18 50 0.76 180 0.91 -0.89 71 1.02 -1.39
19 50 0.56 180 0.75 -1.08 71 0.55 0.06
20 50 0.72 180 0.83 -0.68 71 0.87 -0.77






t-ValueN Mean N Mean
1 50 1.46 59 1.63 -0.76
2 50 0.46 59 0.39 0.48
3 50 1.02 59 1.02 0.02
4 50 1.24 59 1.10 0.66
5 50 0.80 59 0.90 -0.45
6 50 0.78 59 0.71 0.34
7 50 0.94 59 1.10 -0.73
8 50 1.16 59 1.02 0.65
9 50 2.06 59 1.64 1.54
10 50 1.04 59 0.85 0.84
11 50 1.10 59 1.29 -0.88
12 50 1.20 59 1.31 -0.50
13 50 0.82 59 1.05 -1.00
14 50 0.60 59 0.80 -1.12
15 50 0.56 59 0.64 -0.47
16 50 0.44 59 0.46 -0.11
17 50 0.48 59 0.58 -0.53
18 50 0.76 59 0.78 -0.10
19 50 0.56 59 0.75 -0.96
20 50 0.72 59 0.92 -1.05
TABLE 25
TEACHERS’ COMPARISONS—1974-75
WITH 1975-76 AND 1976-77
1974-75 1975-76 1976-77
Variables N Mean N Mean t-Value N Mean t-Value
1 180 1.86 71 1.68 1.09 59 1.63 1.28
2 180 0.81 71 0.73 0.65 59 0.39 3.36*
3 180 0.95 71 1.13 -1.34 59 1.02 -0.47
4 180 1.10 71 1.11 -0.08 59 1.10 0.01
5 180 0.71 71 0.73 -0.16 59 0.90 1.22
6 180 0.66 71 0.68 -0.17 59 0.71 -0.44
7 180 0.92 71 1.06 -1.00 59 1.10 -1.18
8 180 1.16 71 1.07 0.62 59 1.02 0.91
9 180 1.65 71 1.58 0.39 59 1.64 0.03
10 180 0.86 71 0.85 0.11 59 0.84 0.09
11 180 1.03 71 1.11 -0.56 59 1.28 1.72
12 180 1.19 71 1.01 1.16 59 1.30 0.70
13 180 0.97 71 0.91 0.35 59 1.05 -0.50
14 180 0.88 71 0.77 0.81 59 0.80 0.61
15 180 0.61 71 0.79 -1.49 59 0.64 -0.26
16 180 0.69 71 0.70 -0.07 59 0.46 1.71
17 180 0.69 71 0.64 0.31 59 0.58 0.75
18 180 0.91 71 1.02 -0.88 59 0.78 0.85
19 180 0.75 71 0.55 1.28 59 0.75 0.03
20 180 0.83 71 0.87 -0.25 59 0.92 0.51





Variables N Mean N Mean t-Value
1 71 1.68 59 1.63 0.26
2 71 0.73 59 0.39 2.22*
3 71 1.13 59 1.02 0.58
4 71 1.11 59 1.10 0.05
5 71 0.73 59 0.90 -0.88
6 71 0.68 59 0.71 -0.21
7 71 1.06 59 1.10 -0.23
8 71 1.07 59 1.02 0.29
9 71 1.58 59 1.64 -0.26
10 71 0.85 59 0.84 -0.01
11 71 1.11 59 1.28 -0.89
12 71 1.01 59 1.30 -1.57
13 71 0.91 59 1.05 -0.67
14 71 0.77 59 0.80 -0.12
15 71 0.79 59 0.64 -0.84
16 71 0.70 59 0.46 1.51
17 71 0.64 59 0.58 0.37
18 71 1.02 59 0.78 1.43
19 71 0.55 59 0.75 -1.05
20 71 0.87 59 0.92 -0.21
♦Significant at the .05 level of confidence
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Summary of Findings
The data presented in this chapter were analyzed to see
if principals and teachers used MBO procedures for planning,
implementing, and evaluating their work. Multiple comparisons
were made of the responses teachers and principals made who
entered the ECD program between the 1972 and 1976 school years.
A statistical significant difference existed in all 20
variables after the principals and teachers entered the ECD
prograun as compared with before they entered the progreun.
There were some differences in almost all the various
years when comparing teachers and principals before they en¬
tered the ECD program, but they were not significant differences.
Those variables that were significant will be discussed in
Chapter V under Findings.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
School management-by-objectives provides a means for
conducting long and short-range planning. It improves con¬
trol and coordination in the school by keeping check (periodic
and annual) on all activities of the school. It makes for
maximum utilization of school personnel through the distri¬
bution of specific performance objectives. It assures equit¬
able distribution of task, work load and compensation through
the review of job performance. It establishes a more effec¬
tive method for appraising the performemce of school per¬
sonnel by the objective nature of the specific performance
objectives, and it fosters better training development pro¬
grams through workshops or personal development objectives.
The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the findings
of this study, draw conclusions from the results, identify
implications of the findings, and make recommendations for
utilizing the information derived from the study.
Summary of the Study
The primary purpose of this study was to show the
effects the Elementary Curriculum Development program had in
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developing management-by-objectives procedures for principals
and teachers. MBO is one of the mamy components of the BCD
program.
The Descriptive Survey Method of research was used for
this study. A questionnaire designed by the writer to achieve
the specific purpose of this study was used to collect the
necessary data.
The population consisted of 105 elementary school
principals and 627 elementary school teachers. Seventy-four
(74) principals and four hundred one (401) teachers responded
to the questionnaire.
The data were subjected to the t-test to determine the
significance of a difference between the means. All differences
were accepted as significant at the .05 level.
Demographic Findings
The return of the teachers' questionnaires was 64.0
percent (N*401) and the principals' return was 70.5 percent
(N«74).
Of the 401 teachers in the sampling, 165 were primary
level teachers (41.1 percent), 140 were intermediate level
teachers (34.9 percent), and 96 were upper level teachers
(23.9 percent).
Of the 74 principals included in these data, 15 had
been in the present position from one to five years (20.3 per¬
cent), 30 from six to ten years (40.5 percent), 27 from eleven
to twenty years (36.5 percent), and two for twenty-one years
or more (2.7 percent).
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Of the 401 teachers included in these data, 118 had been
in their present position from one to five years (29.4 percent),
103 from six to ten years (25.7 percent), 117 from eleven to
twenty years (29.2 percent), and 65 from twenty-one years or
more (15.7 percent).
Seven principals had been associated with the ECD
progreun in their present position for one year (9.5 percent),
23 for two years (31.1 percent), 24 for three years (32.4
percent), 8 for four years (10.8 percent), and 12 for five
years (16.2 percent).
Thirty-nine teachers had been associated with the ECD
progreun in their present position for one year (9.7 percent),
83 for two years (20.7 percent), 136 for three years (33.9 per¬
cent), 96 for four years (23.9 percent), and 47 for five years
(11.7 percent).
Seven principals entered the ECD program in 1972-73
(9.5 percent), 9 entered in 1973-74 (12.2 percent), 21 entered
in 1974-75 (28.4 percent), 20 entered in 1975-76 (27.0 per¬
cent) , and 17 entered in 1976-77 (23.0 percent).
Forty teachers entered the ECD program in 1972-73
(10.0 percent), 50 entered in 1973-74 (12.5 percent), 180
entered in 1974-75 (44.9 percent), 71 entered in 1975-76
(17.7 percent), and 59 entered in 1976-77 (14.7 percent).
There were 53 teachers whose ages ranged from 21 to
30 years old (13.2 percent), 175 teachers from 31 to 40 (43.6
percent), 125 teachers from 41 to 50 (31.2 percent, and 48
teachers who were 51 years or older (12.0 percent).
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There was one principal under 30 years old (1.4 percent),
8 whose ages ranged from 31 to 40 (10.8 percent), 42 from 41
to 50 years old (56.8 percent), and 23 who were 51 years or
older (31.0 percent).
Data Findings
This section of the findings is concerned with principals
and teachers as total groups. More principals and teachers
"very often" and "always" used MBO procedures after entering
the ECD program for planning, implementing, and evaluating
the instructional program as compared to "sometimes" and
"often" before entering the ECD program.
Findings for Principals Entering ECD Program
During Specific Years
1973-74 with 1975-76
The one variable that showed a significant difference
found that the 1973-74 principals included their
staff in budget allocation more than the 1975-76
principals.1973-74 with 1976-77
The one variable that showed a significant difference
found more of the 1973-74 principals scheduled parent
conferences quarterly toinform parents of pupils'
progress than the 1976-77 principals.1974-75 with 1975-76
The one variable that showed a significant difference
found that the 1974-75 principals Issued instructional
supplies to teachers based on class objectives and
teachers' requests they had monitored more than the
1975-76 principals.1975-76 with 1976-77
The one varlidsle that showed a significant difference
found that the 1976-77 principals issued instructional
supplies to teachers based on class objectives and
teachers' requests they monitored more than the 1975-76
principals.
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All other multiple comparisons for principals entering
the ECD program during the various years showed no significant
difference in any of the twenty (20) varizQsles.
Findings for Teachers Entering ECD Program
During Specific Years'
The following variables showed significant differences
when comparing teachers entering the ECD program during
various years:
1972-73 with 1973-74
One the two variables that showed a significant
difference found that more teachers in 1972-73
diagnosed each child in every content area to
determine where to begin teaching skills than the
1973-74 teachers. The other variable that showed
a significant difference found that more 1973-74
teachers indicated to their principals their in-
service needs to help them meet their objectives
than the 1972-73 teachers.1972-73 with 1976-77
The one variable that showed a significant difference
found that more 1972-73 teachers diagnosed each child
in every content area to determine where to begin
teaching skills than the 1976-77 teachers.1973-74 with 1974-75
One of the two variables that showed a significant
difference found that more teachers in 1974-75 used
different approaches to teach the same skill if
student did not understand the initial approach than
the 1973-74 teachers. The other variable that showed
a significant difference found that more 1974-75
teachers diagnosed each child in every content area
to determine where to begin teaching necessary skills
than the 1973-74 teachers.1974-75 with 1976-77
The one variable that showed a significant difference
found that more teachers in 1974-75 ^i^^nosed each
child in every content area to determine where to




The one variable that showed a significant difference
found that more teachers in 1975-76 diagnosed each
child in every content area to determine where to
begin teaching necessary skills than the 1976-77
teachers.
All other multiple comparisons for teachers entering the
ECD program during the various years showed no significemt
difference in any of the twenty (20) variables.
Conclusions
The statistical analysis of the data and interpretation
of the findings of this study provide the foundation for the
following conclusions:
1. Principals used MBO procedures "more often" and "always"
after entering the ECD program than before entering the
ECD program for planning, implementing, and evaluating
the instructional program.
2. The year each principal entered the ECD program made no
difference in developing better MBO procedures.
3. The effects of the ECD program on the behavior of prin¬
cipals and teachers was evident after they entered the
program.
4. Teachers used MBO procedures "more often" and "always"
after entering the ECD program than before entering the
ECD program for planning, implementing, and evaluating
the instructional program.
5. The year each teacher entered the ECD program made no
difference in developing better MBO procedures.
6. The effects of the ECD program for teachers showed after
they entered the program.
Discussion and Implications
A marked difference was found between before and after
no matter what year teachers and principals entered the program.
After ECD, most teachers used MBO procedures "very often" and
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"always" as compared to "sometimes" and "often" before the ECD
program. The ECD program provided for monitoring on a regular
basis, lesson plans and organizational schedules reflecting
school and system objectives, and teachers and principals knowing
what was expected of them at all times. This was the main rea¬
son for differences after entering the ECD program as compared
to before entering the ECD program.
The writer found, however, when comparing teachers on
the basis of the year they entered the ECD program, little
difference was found. This could have happened because many
teachers were already using management-by-objectives proce¬
dures in their classes before they entered the ECD program.
They may not have been calling it management-by-objectives,
but they were using some or all of the components that make
up MBO procedures.
Most teachers and principals used MBO procedures "some¬
times" and "often" before entering the ECD program during each
of the various years. Prior to using MBO procedures, teachers'
performances may or may not have been monitored, teachers'
lesson plans and principals' daily organizational schedules
may or may not have been checked. The Board of Education did
not require these activities to be done nor monitored until
after they entered the ECD program. This could account for
no real differences in developing MBO procedures based on year
entered.
The ECD program may have been a new name for Atlanta
teachers and principals, but definitely not a new procedure
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for some teachers and principals. Good teachers and principals
have always had some type of management system for themselves.
The writer feels/ however, that the ECD program provided for
recognition of those teachers and principals who were teaching
and administering the instructional progreun in a positive
result-oriented manner. Further, the process made teachers and
principals interdependent, more aware of what was expected of
them at all times, and eased tension caused by the pressure
from classroom observations by the principal. This occurred
because of the concreteness of expectations. Teachers knew
what was expected, when expected, how expected, and why
expected, about all activities in their classrooms. The pro¬
cess helped to improve teacher-principal rapport, because it
required the team approach to problem solving as well as for
the implementation of the school's total curriculum program.
In sunmiary, even though ECD program procedures may not
have been anything new for some teachers and principals, it
was still effective for most because it helped them to plan,
implement and evaluate their classroom and office procedures
in a systemwide, org^mized and result-oriented manner.
The findings and conclusions of this study warrant the
following implications:
1. Assuming that MBO procedures can lead to a better learning
climate, the writer accepts that MBO procedures may be one
of the major reasons for the success of the total ECD pro-
greun.
2. The MBO component of the ECD program allowed those teachers
and principals who were already using some kind of a
management system to be recognized systemwide and also
helped them develop better MBO procedures.
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3. The MBO component of the BCD program helped those teachers
and principals who had little or no management procedures#
develop better MBO procedures for the classroom and office.
Recommendations
1. The Atlanta Public Schools continue its use of the
management-by-objectives procedures as one component in
its Elementary Curriculum Program.
2. The Atlanta Public Schools consider developing management-
by-objectives procedures in the daily operations between
local schools and area offices.
3. A follow-up study be made of the effectiveness of management
by-objectives procedures in the BCD program.
4. School administrators in other urban school systems who
do not have result-oriented currlculiun programs consider
implementing management-by-objectives procedures for their
teachers and principals for planning# implementing# and
































This questionnaire is designed to determine the degree of
effect the Elementary Curriculum Development (ECD) program had on
teachers in developing better management-by objectives procedures
in their classrooms.
Please circle the nxamber that best represents you before you
entered the ECD program in the left column of each statement and the
one that best represents you after you entered the ECD program in the
right column of each statement. 1 refers to never, 2-sometimes,
















1 2 3 4 5 1. Met with comnittee of teachers and parents to
discuss school objectives before making final
decision about Instructional program.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 2. Scheduled weekly Instructional meeting for
planning.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 3. Identified content person to be responsible for
each content area within the curriculum.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 4. ^forked with contact person and/or area represen¬
tative in special area to plan staff development
experience based on needs of staff.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 5. Encoraged staff menbers to read and share books
about topics concerning your school objectives.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 6. Ordered Instructional supplies based on schools'
objectives.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 7. Issued Instructional supplies to teachers based
on class objectives and teachers' requests that
you have monitored.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 8. Included staff in budget allocation. 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 9. Ordered textbooks and workbooks based on schools'
objectives.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 10. Issued textbooks and workbooks based on class
objectives and teachers' requests that you
have monitored.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 11. Requested that teachers' lesson plans reflect
schxols' objectives.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 12. Checked teachers' lesson plans periodically to
see if plans correlated with schools' objectives. 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 13. Scheduled conferences periodically with indivi¬
dual teachers to go over individual pupil pro¬
gress folders.
1 2 3 4 5
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1 2 3 4 5 14. Scheduled parent conferences quarterly to inform
parents of pupils' progress.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 15. Incliided parents as part of the team or council
for planning to improve the school's instruction¬
al program.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 16. Let teachers know vtet was expected of them in
regard to the school's instructional program and
objectives.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 17. Let teachers' know vhen activities were expected
of them in reagrd to the school's instructional
program and objectives.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 18. Monitored all activities requested of teachers
in regard to the school's instructional program
and objectives.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 19. Felt you were a member of a team working toward
goals in your school.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 20. Knew specifically what vras expected of you
toward implementing the instructional program
and school's objectives.
1 2 3 4 5
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
Please place an X in each space that best represent you.
Administrative Experience Highest Academic Completion
1-5 years ^star's degree (A-5)
6 -10 years Specialist degree (A-6)
11 -20 years ^Doctorate degree (A-7)
Over 20 years







Black below 30 Male
White 31 - 40 Female
Other 41 - 50
51 and over
This questionnaire is designed to determine the degree of effect
the Elementary Curriculimi Development (ECD) program had on principals
for developing better management-by-objectives procedures in carrying
out their role as instructional leader.
Please circle the number that best represents you before you en¬
tered the ECD program in the left column of each statement and circle
the number that best represent you after you entered the ECD program in
in the right column of each statement. 1 refers to never, 2 - sometimes,









1 2 3 4 5 1.
1 2 3 4 5 2.
1 2 3 4 5 3.
1 2 3 4 5 4.
1 2 3 4 5 5.
1 2 3 4 5 6.
1 2 3 4 5 7.
1 2 3 4 5 8.
1 2 3 4 5 9.
1 2 3 4 5 10.
1 2 3 4 5 11.
1 2 3 4 5 12.
Teachers
Used different approaches to teach same skill
if student did not understand initial approach.
Diagnosed each child in every ccntent area to
determine ^dnere to begin teaching necessary
skills.
Kept a record of all skills tau^t each child.
Kept a folder with sanples of child's vork at
different stages of the school year.
Read books and articles that related to school
and classroom objectives.
Planned classroom objectives with pT:pils based
on school's objectives.
Participated in weekly instructional meeting
with other teachers on your grade level.
Explained learning model to ptpils as the steps
of learning through vdiich we all move as ws
learn.
Indicated to principal your inservice needs
to help you meet your objectives.
Continuously referred to a systematized skills
list in planning each child's instructions
Indicated ^diat skills had been acccraplished
from a systematized list and those on ^diich
pi:pil was working
During parent conferences had a systematized
and manageable way of presenting samples of
students' work, skills accomplished, skills








1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
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1 2 3 4 5 13. Grcjuping of children constantly changed
as pupil progressed.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 14. Lesson plans reflected youir class objectives. 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 15. Requested instructional supplies based on
class objectives and needs
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 16. Requested textbooks and workbooks from prin¬
cipal based on actual need of students
you diagnose.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 17. Used information gained from level meeting
with other teachers to help you achieve
your classroom goals.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 18. Knew \diat ^s expected of you as a teacher in
regard bo the school's instructional program
and objectives.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 19. Knew viien activities were expected of you in
regard to the school's instructicnal program
and objectives.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 20. You were able to identify how the activities
would be accomplished.
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210 Pxyor Street, S*W*
Atlanta, Qaorgia 30303
Dear Dr* Bamsst
I would like to request pezvdsslan to eanduct oqt resecurch project in
the Atlanta PuhUc Scho^ in order to eon^lete agr reqairoBwits for the
Doctor of Education Degree in Educational Adninistratloni* The topic of ngr
studt7 is nthe Effects of the Slemntaxy Curriculua DevelppMnt Prograa in
Developing Mamg«nMd><D]M3bjeetive Procedures*w i|;f j^jeet has been approved
bj BQT Doctoral CcnBdttee idileh includes Dr* l^izbara L* Jackson as nor najor
advisor, along with Dr* Ihdagr Thonpson, Dr* Robert Hatch and Dr* Sidney Estes*
I appreciated your coaswnts and suggestions iddeh have bean Incorporated









DIVISION OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
210 PRYOR STREET, S. W.
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303
November 3, 1977
Mr. Will Dancy, Principal
East Lake Elementary School
2440 Cottage Grove Avenue, S. E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30307
Dear Mr. Dancy:
The Research Screening Committee of the Atlanta Public Schools has reviewed
and approved your proposal entitled "The Affects of the Elementary Curriculum Development
Program in Developing Management-by-Objectives Procedures." You may proceed with
your study as described in the proposal. Cooperation on the part of the principals and
teachers, however, cannot be required. Their participation is optional.
Several committee members commented on the potential usefulness of your study.
Additional remarks that you might want to consider are provided on the attached page.
I look forward to learning of the results of the study. Please let me know if I can
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